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Executive Summary 

The aim of the research was to investigate the impact of mobile phone gambling (m-

gambling) on consumers. We provide a definition of m-gambling as any form of 

gambling, such as casino style gambling, lotteries and sports betting, facilitated by a 

mobile phone handset platform. This definition specifically excludes the traditional use 

of a phone to call a gambling service provider to place a bet.  

 

The research process was guided by an interpretive, social marketing methodology 

designed to focus on the everyday, lived experiences of consumers vulnerable to m-

gambling. A holistic methodology drawing upon qualitative and quantitative methods 

was implemented preceded by a comprehensive literature review and audit of the 

regulatory and market environment of m-gambling. A qualitative approach was 

appropriate in the exploratory phase of the research to refine the scope, definition and 

dimensionality of m-gambling knowledge and behaviours. In addition, a quantitative 

approach allowed testing and generalisation to the wider Queensland population. The 

specific objectives were to: 

 

 Conduct an audit of existing gambling services linked to mobile devices (m- 

gambling) both nationally and internationally. 

Overall the audit revealed that web presence for m-gambling services facilitates 

consumer access to downloadable m-gambling programs. The function of these 

websites is ease of use, which conveniently facilitates m-gambling through a 

familiar medium. There are a wide variety of m-gambling applications which are 

readily accessible through interactive gambling sites mostly through servers located 

in countries outside Australia.  While existing m-gambling products do not appear to 



be ‘killer apps’
1
, the future development of an m-gambling product that incorporates 

group communication and confers group membership and status may become very 

successful. M-gambling products are still in an early stage of development and it 

may be important in the future to provide protection to vulnerable consumers.  

 

 Identify and classify what types of m-gambling services (e.g. lottery, casino, 

sport) are consumed, or likely to be consumed, by mobile users in Queensland. 

Findings show that, at this stage, there is very low uptake of m-gambling, but sport 

m-gambling services are the most likely to be consumed by mobile users. 

 

 Explore the dimensionality of vulnerable consumers in Queensland. 

Overall the results indicate that respondents in Queensland demonstrated low 

vulnerability to m-gambling, on the dimensions of mobile phone involvement, 

mobile phone self-efficacy, gambling control, positive and negative anticipated 

emotions and overall attitude and intentions to m-gamble.  

 

 Develop profiles of m-gamblers to inform a social marketing segmentation 

strategy. 

It is considered that the existing approach towards gambling issues in general 

subsumes the need for specific social marketing strategies that minimise the risks to 

society of m-gambling. Indeed, specific strategies might be counter-productive 

because they could raise the level of awareness and potential experimentation with 

this new gambling form.  

 

                                                
1 Wikipedia defines a ‘killer app’ as an application so compelling that someone will buy the hardware or 

software components necessary to run it. 



 Examine the relationship between vulnerable consumer characteristics and 

extent of m-gambling uptake. 

Findings showed that gambling involvement, rather than mobile phone involvement, 

significantly affects attitudes towards m-gambling.  This suggests that those who 

perceive gambling to be important are more likely to use their mobile phone for 

gambling (m-gambling) than those for whom the mobile phone is an important part 

of their lives. Perceived behavioural control factors such as gambling control and m-

gambling self-efficacy, however, do not appear to influence attitudes towards m-

gambling. 

 

 Investigate the social costs of m-gambling and how these costs affect consumer 

well-being.  

Social marketing is a social change strategy typically implemented to address 

significant social problems, or as a prevention strategy that deals with negative 

behaviours resulting in individual and societal costs. The results from this study 

reveal that currently m-gambling does not constitute a social cost or problem for 

Queenslanders. 

 

 Outline social marketing strategies which are appropriate for identified m-

gambling segments.  

Results from the study indicate that Queenslanders lack awareness about m-

gambling. As such, any marketing campaign would firstly need to educate 

consumers about m-gambling services and this could potentially stimulate interest 

and desire for m-gambling activities, rather than act as a deterrent. These findings 



suggest that there would be no clear benefits in initiating a specific targeted social 

marketing campaign addressing negative behaviours related to m-gambling. 

 

In general, gambling itself was regarded as entertainment and as a social activity to be 

conducted within a social context. M-gambling was seen as an activity carried out alone 

and divorced from the social environment and as such it was not likely to be an 

attractive choice when consumers wished to gamble.   

 

It is notable that when considering the influence of involvement on attitude to m-

gambling, involvement in the use of mobile phones did not significantly influence 

attitude toward m-gambling. Thus it appears that no new dimension of vulnerability to 

m-gambling has been identified in this study. It is involvement with gambling that 

influences attitude towards the new mode of gambling.  

 

There is little supporting evidence that consumers in Queensland have currently formed 

the intention to m-gamble. The qualitative research forums support this finding and also 

indicate very low levels of knowledge about this mobile service application. There was 

a link, as would be expected, between attitudes to m-gambling and the formation of 

intention to m-gamble. A key finding from the study was that subjective norms were not 

found to have any influence on the formation of intention to m-gamble. This most likely 

indicates that no strong social norms exist applying to m-gambling. A corollary of this 

is that attempts to use subjective norms in any future social marketing campaigns may 

be ineffective before social norms exist with regard to this technological form of 

gambling.  
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1 Introduction 

 

Internationally, significant revenue is being generated as a result of the market 

penetration of advanced mobile phones and devices that provide a platform for high-

quality gambling services (New Media Age, 2005). To date, commercial experience has 

developed three main styles of m-gambling services: casino style gambling, lotteries 

and sports betting (Juniper Research, 2007). In view of the ubiquity of mobile devices 

and opportunities for the involvement of lottery providers, global revenue from m-

gambling overall is predicted to reach more than US$27.5 billion by 2013 (Juniper 

Research, 2008). It was estimated that the mobile gambling market was worth just under 

US$1 billion in terms of total wagers placed per year, by the end of 2007. In Australia 

however access to, and the provision of, these types of gambling m-services are still 

evolving. The research documented in this report focuses on the m-gambling 

phenomenon, and develops and tests a conceptual model of m-consumers’ (mobile 

consumers) vulnerability to m-gambling services in Queensland.  

 

M-gambling is a relatively new phenomenon, especially in Australia, therefore before 

commencing the research process a definition of m-gambling needed to be established. 

Following an audit of industry and government papers, and market reports the definition 

used in this study identifies m-gambling as any form of gambling, such as casino style 

gambling, lotteries and sports betting, facilitated by a mobile phone handset platform. 

This definition specifically excludes the traditional use of a phone to call a gambling 

service provider to place a bet.  

 



11 

When commencing the research we hypothesised that m-gambling services aim to 

leverage consumers’ technological self-efficacy to motivate exchanges which may 

range from transient, compulsive, or loyal exchanges depending on consumer 

involvement in the gambling services offered. The assumption underlying this 

hypothesised relationship between gambling services and self-efficacy is the concept of 

cognitive and affective priming. Priming draws upon an m-consumer’s past experience 

and preferences for technology to act as a contextual cue in m-gambling. We therefore 

believe that cognitive and affective priming contributes to experiences of consumer 

vulnerability to m-gambling services. Integral to understanding the influence of 

cognitive and affective priming to the present research is also understanding that mobile 

devices have evolved to be personal technologies—even intimate technologies, that 

enable users to access ubiquitous, m-services which offer entertainment and content 

anytime, anywhere. We argue that mobile phone users attach personal and social 

meaning to their mobile device (Geser, 2004; Lacohee, Wakeford and Pearson, 2003). 

In the context of the current research, the relationship between the consumer and the 

technological device, potentially leads to vulnerability in a gambling marketspace 

because consumers trust and emotionally rely upon the personal information and 

services delivered to them via their customised mobile handset. 

 

Whilst considerable research has documented the negative impact of over consumption 

of gambling products on individuals and society (e.g. Productivity Commission, 1999; 

National Gambling Impact Study Commission, 1999), other commentators have more 

recently discussed a less biased construction of gambling as problematic. Messerlian, 

Derevensky and Gupta (2005) for example argue that gambling is no longer considered 

a vice accompanied by negative connotations and stigmatisation, but that public 
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perception constructs gambling as a legitimate form of pleasure and entertainment. For 

some people, certain gambling products (e.g. bingo and lottery) are considered ‘cheap’ 

entertainment. For other gamblers, products also offer hedonic consumption experiences 

by engaging the consumer’s senses (e.g. psychologically–dreams; physically–

excitement and arousal), fantasies (e.g. escapism), and emotions (e.g. ecstasy) 

(Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982).  

 

The research undertaken in this study therefore takes an objective purview of the role of 

gambling in society. In doing so, the research process involved asking participants 

about their personal experiences, opinions and attitudes towards the institution of 

gambling, as we believed this would influence consumers’ intentions to m-gamble. 

Additionally, consumers’ mobile phone behaviour would also impact their interest and 

desire to access gambling services via a mobile phone. Thus, the research process focus 

was to closely examine how attitudes towards gambling and mobile phone behaviour 

influenced consumers’ intentions to m-gamble. Based on this foundation we were then 

able to explore in detail consumers’ vulnerability and protective behaviours involving 

m-gambling services. 

 

1.1 Aim and Objectives of the Research 

The aim of the research is to investigate the social and economic impact of mobile 

phone gambling (m-gambling) on consumers. The specific objectives of the project are 

to: 

 conduct an audit of existing gambling services linked to mobile devices (m- 

gambling) both nationally and internationally; 
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 identify and classify the types of m-gambling services (e.g. lottery, casino, sport) 

that are available to be consumed (or are likely to be consumed) by mobile users in 

Queensland; 

 explore the dimensionality of vulnerable consumers in Queensland; 

 develop profiles of m-gamblers to inform a social marketing segmentation strategy; 

 examine the relationship between vulnerable consumer characteristics and extent of 

m-gambling uptake; 

 investigate the social costs of m-gambling and how these costs affect consumer 

well-being; and 

 outline social marketing strategies which are appropriate for identified m-gambling 

segments. 

 

The following section describes the methodology used to achieve these research aims 

and objectives.
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2 Methodology 

 

The research project adopted a strategic social marketing approach. Effective social 

marketing is a research-based marketing process (Andreasen, 1995) that assesses 

social issues and then provides evidence-based strategies upon which to effect social 

change. A multi-method approach was undertaken to gather qualitative and 

quantitative data to develop strategies and marketing communication aimed at attitude 

and behaviour change at the levels of the individual, group and society. This research 

applies a holistic methodology to enable both individual and societal change. The 

research process was guided by an interpretive, social marketing methodology 

designed to focus on the everyday, lived experiences of consumers vulnerable to m-

gambling. A holistic methodology draws upon qualitative and quantitative methods. A 

qualitative approach is appropriate in the exploratory phase of the research to refine 

the scope, definition and dimensionality of m-gambling knowledge and behaviours. A 

quantitative approach allows testing and generalisation to the wider Queensland 

population.  

 

2.1 Stage 1: Audit 

An audit was undertaken of m-gambling, mobile gambling technology and interactive 

gambling to determine existing gambling services linked to mobile devices, both 

nationally and internationally to establish the context of m-gambling.   
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2.2 Stage 2: Focus Groups and In-Depth Interviews 

The qualitative research methods used in this study were in-depth interviews and 

focus groups. During qualitative data collection, researchers have the choice of three 

different approaches to interviewing: the individual interview, the small-group or 

focus-group interview, and the large-group interview. All approaches were used 

during this study, as they gave the research team an opportunity to gather functional 

information, but also to contextualise the ‘talk’ used by gamblers to address particular 

situations and individual experiences. 

 

2.2.1 Rationale and Focus Group Design 

‘A focus group is a research interviewing process specifically designed to uncover 

insights from a small group of subjects’ (Krueger, 2003, p. 391). Focus groups are 

widely used in consumer marketing research because they are useful for exploring 

topics and generating ideas. The distinguishing feature of focus groups is the explicit 

use of group interaction ‘to produce data and insights that might be less accessible 

without the interaction found in a group’ (Morgan, 1988, p. 12; Smithson, 2000). 

Focus groups were used in this study as the research team was seeking two kinds of 

group effects: ‘complementary’ interactions and ‘argumentative’ interactions. 

Kitzinger (1994) describes complementary focus group interactions where members 

broadly agree on an expressed view and add their own observations and subtle shades 

of interpretation to the view. Alternatively, argumentative interactions, based on 

combinations of group members with disparate opinions and dissimilar world views, 

enabled insights into ‘how people theorise their own point of view … in relation to 

other perspectives and how they put their own ideas to work’ (Kitzinger, 1994, p. 
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113). Such interactions were important to achieve the aim of the qualitative phase of 

the research, which was to discover the general nature of the mobile phone users’ 

gambling experiences.  

 

Focus groups of: (1) non-gambling mobile phone users, (2) ‘traditional’ gamblers and 

(3) current m-gamblers were undertaken. Focus groups were appropriate to identify 

the knowledge structures exhibited towards m-service exchanges in gambling.  

Focus group participants were selected from relevant social groups and social 

networks as well as through snowballing techniques. These groups ranged in size 

from 5-10 participants.  Participant selection was guided by Prochaska and 

DiClemente’s (1986) ‘Stages of Change’ behaviour change model in order to 

understand the consumer’s progress through various stages of awareness toward 

action. Four focus groups were conducted to ensure an adequate range of participants. 

The focus groups met for 45-80 minutes with the focus groups being terminated upon 

saturation of responses. Focus groups were undertaken in the Brisbane metropolitan 

area.  

 

A standard focus group protocol was adopted to ensure all participants received the 

same briefing and signed ethical clearance / informed consent forms. During the focus 

group sessions participants were asked open-ended questions about (1) knowledge 

and information seeking behaviour, (2) attitudes and motivations surrounding the 

issue of gambling and mobile devices (3) m-service consumption habits. Prompts and 

probing questions were used to better understand the lived experience of the 

participants. The development of the open-ended questions and the prompts and 

probes used to explore issues further were guided by the literature review. A copy of 
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the focus group questions can be found in Appendix A: Focus Group Questions. The 

focus groups were moderated by two researchers and recorded and transcribed for 

later analysis.   

 

2.2.2 Rationale and In-Depth Interview Design 

Qualitative interviewing, which is predicated on the idea that interview talk is the 

rhetorical construction of a social actor’s experience, was considered the most 

appropriate method for collecting data so as to understand the social actor’s (mobile 

phone users) experiences and perspective through their own stories, accounts, and 

explanations (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). Lindlof and Taylor (2002) describe three 

forms of discourse that give insight into experiential knowledge: stories, accounts, 

and explanations. The interviews were therefore structured to elicit ranging discourses 

by asking research participants to:  

 provide stories about their mobile phone and gambling experiences;  

 discuss accounts of their gambling behaviour which offered excuses for or 

justifications of their traditional gambling and m-gambling behaviours; and  

 offer explanations of their behaviour in how and when they incorporated 

gambling activities into their lives and how they negotiated different personal and 

social relationships when they used their mobile phone, or participated in 

gambling activities.  

 

In-depth interviews using similar protocols and question sets as developed for group 

discussion were conducted with ten respondents in one-to-one interview settings. 

Interview participants selected were at the point of thinking about m-gambling — pre-
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contemplation and preparing to act as an m-gambler (Prochaska & DiClemente, 

1986). Recruiting participants at different ‘stages of change’ in relation to m-

gambling activity was undertaken to allow for different gambling perspectives to be 

documented based on participants’ gambling experiences. Thus the focus groups 

allowed for an understanding of group processes and norms, the depth of interviews 

enabled probing of individual motivation. Combined, both approaches to qualitative 

research provided greater validity during the exploratory phase of the study.  

 

2.2.3 Qualitative Analysis Using Leximancer 

This analysis was guided by a grounded research approach and used the content 

analysis tool Leximancer. This is a computer-assisted analysis program that 

systematically alternates between semantic and relational extraction of the co-

occurrence of words within any text, such as interview transcripts, market reports, 

journal articles and news items (Smith & Humphreys, 2006). Leximancer statistically 

analyses text, using relevancy metrics, to identify and define concepts automatically 

learned from the text itself. An additional advantage of using Leximancer is that the 

technique assists researchers to avoid fixating on anecdotal evidence and therefore 

reduces expectation bias. This was particularly important in the situational analysis, 

because the majority of published research reports the negative consequences of 

gambling. This is not to say that m-gambling is harmless; rather in conducting this 

study the researchers’ focus was on consumer vulnerability, which emphasises that 

just because a person has characteristics that places her or him in a protected class 

(i.e. young adult), it does not mean that he or she is necessarily vulnerable in all 

situations (Baker, Gentry, & Rittenburg, 2005:134). This interpretation of 

vulnerability is central to teasing out the contradictions inherent in the proposition that 
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empowered technology users are potentially more vulnerable to m-gambling services 

because they are more techno-savvy, more knowledgeable about interactive activities 

or more affluent (i.e. more disposable income). 

 

2.2.3.1 Lexical Procedures 

Leximancer analysis in this research involved three broad procedural steps: 

 

1. Introduction of focus group and interview transcripts into the software program. 

Leximancer used these transcripts to begin development of a thesaurus from the 

‘raw bank of words’, without any need for a prior dictionary. This step resulted in 

the extraction of a hierarchy of important lexical terms based on word frequency 

and co-occurrence usage relevant to the m-gambling context (Smith & 

Humphreys, 2006). 

a. The initial Leximancer analysis revealed 29 concepts. However, some 

concepts were unrelated to the analytical focus of discovering mobile 

users’ desires, temptations, intentions and goals related to m-gambling and 

gambling behaviours and were therefore deleted. 

 

2. After this stage of concept editing, a second iteration of the transcripts was 

formulated and concept profiling was finalised. At this point of the analysis, the 

software facilitated a learning process that involved discovering new concepts 

associated with both user-defined and automatically generated concepts learned 

from the transcripts.  
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3. The concepts developed were displayed using Leximancer extraction and 

illustrated in a map (see Figure 6).  

  

2.3 Stage 3: State-Wide Survey 

The final quantitative approach involved the development and administration of a 

survey. Constructs and items were developed from the findings of Leximancer 

analysis conducted in Stage 2, the qualitative stage of the research and were also 

informed by the work of Bagozzi (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2007) on volition, goal setting 

and behaviour. This phase of the research has two outcomes: firstly, as a replication 

and validity check of the qualitative findings, and secondly contributing 

generalisation to the broader Queensland population of mobile phone users.  

 

The survey consisted of a cover page which gave information about the survey 

designed to ensure informed consent and four substantive sections. Section 1 

contained items to test involvement with mobile phones and frequency of use of 

mobiles and with gambling generally. In addition, measures of the frequency of 

gambling were also included. Involvement is used to assess the importance and self 

relevance of the focal concept. In this case, involvement with both mobile phones and 

gambling were separately measured. The involvement construct consisted of three 

items (___ is very important to me; ___ do not matter; ___ are an important part of 

my life) and was drawn from the original scale developed by Mittal (1995) that was 

adapted to the mobile phone and gambling context. Self report scales of mobile phone 

behaviour and gambling behaviour developed for the current research were also 

included in this section.  
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In Section 2 the items tapped the respondent’s attitude and intention towards 

gambling with their mobile phone (m-gambling). To clarify the construct of interest, 

the survey section stated that ‘gambling with your mobile phone can include casino 

style games, betting on races, or playing keno, bingo, and poker machine style games, 

etc.’. Section 3 investigated reasons why the respondent might gamble on a mobile 

phone.  

 

Items in Section 2 and Section 3 were drawn primarily from Perugini and Bagozzi’s 

(2007) scales and were adapted from the original to apply to mobile phone gambling.  

These questions tapped attitudes using question stems such as good/bad; foolish/wise; 

healthy/unhealthy. They also investigated the influence of social norms and the 

overall tendency to be influenced by others in purchase decisions, gambling control, 

positive and negative anticipated emotions and three items to gauge intention to 

gamble on a mobile phone.  Section 3 also included the open ended question ‘What 

reasons best explain why you might gamble on your mobile phone?’ referred to in the 

preceding section. Most other responses in Sections 1, 2 and 3 required answers on a 

seven point scale: either a Likert scale anchored by strongly agree /strongly disagree 

or a semantic differential scale anchored by polarised adjectives. The exceptions were 

those questions concerning the self reports of mobile phone and gambling behaviour 

and types of gambling products used.  

 

Section 4 contained demographic questions designed to identify the customary 

gender, age, education and income descriptors and also mobile phone descriptors of 

length of ownership of a mobile phone, recency of upgrade of the mobile phone, 

average monthly spend, average time per day spent on the mobile phone, and self 
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categorisation as a light, medium or heavy user of mobile phones. These questions 

required categorical responses. A copy of the survey is attached in Appendix B.   

 

The survey was administered as an online survey. This was considered appropriate as 

the target respondents were those with an advanced mobile phone capable of 

supporting advanced functions who were also highly likely to have online access at 

home, work or in an education context. Previous research conducted in Queensland 

(Sullivan Mort & Drennan, 2007) had indicated that it was appropriate to contact 

advanced mobile phone users by online survey.  Online surveys have a number of 

advantages, among these are its appropriateness for the target sample, its response 

speed (Schillewaert, Langerak, & Duhamel, 1998) and automated data collation 

(Comley, 1996). Another advantage is its ability to overcome incomplete and 

inappropriate responses (Schmidt, 1997). Respondents who submitted their survey 

responses were reminded with a display notifying them of missing questions and 

directing them to backtrack to complete the missing data and resubmit.  

 

The survey sample was assembled in two ways. The population of interest was mobile 

phone users resident in Queensland at any stage of Prochaska and DiClemente’s 

(1986) ‘Stages of Change’ behaviour change model. First, a snowball approach with 

initial identification of gamblers and non-gamblers who were mobile phone users was 

seeded at three sites throughout Queensland: Townsville, Rockhampton and South 

East Queensland. Second, a database of mobile phone users resident in Queensland 

was purchased from First Direct (an Australia Post subsidiary) which included email 

addresses. Potential respondents were contacted by email and invited to participate in 

an email message. Respondents were invited to participate by clicking on a link to the 
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online survey embedded in the email message. No incentives were paid for 

participation. Through this process people throughout Queensland were invited to 

participate with 145 usable responses. The total number of responses was small but 

was sufficient to allow appropriate quantitative analysis. The low response rate may 

have occurred for a number of reasons. The email invitation may not have reached the 

intended respondents due to email filters. There may have been reluctance to respond 

due to concerns about spam and the possible illegal status of the interactive activities 

being explored about m-gambling. Analysis of the survey response was conducted 

using SPSS 14.0 for Windows. Frequency, cross tabulations and multiple regressions 

were undertaken with results discussed in Section 6.   

 

2.4 Strengths and Limitations of Approach to Research 

In both the qualitative and quantitative stages snowballing and invitation was used to 

assemble a sample of respondents. The purpose of qualitative research is in-depth 

understanding rather than representativeness and thus use of a snowball sampling 

procedure is deemed appropriate. For the quantitative stage, use of a snowball 

sampling procedure may be considered a limitation in that the sample comprises a 

convenience sample and as such is not representative of the population. However, it 

has been argued that differences between random and convenience samples in terms 

of their representativeness is not as great as has often been implied (Bryman & 

Cramer, 2001). Furthermore, sampling is complicated by the fact that mobile phone 

gamblers constitute a hidden sample; that is one that cannot be reached in significant 

numbers by the ordinary random or stratified sampling approaches. Hidden samples, 

for example those of different sexual orientation or addiction, are often contacted by 

invitation and snowballing. This is more appropriate because the purpose of the study 
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is to focus on understanding more about the motivational needs and behaviour of that 

group as is the case for m-gambling. Considering the potential sensitivities of the 

sample to personal questions, the survey was administered as an online survey, which 

offered anonymity to respondents. 

 

The next three sections present the study findings. Firstly, Section 3 presents a m-

gambling audit, which provided a contextual setting for understanding consumers’ 

experiences (or not) of m-gambling, based on the availability and knowledge of m-

gambling services. Following this contextual audit, the qualitative exploratory study 

and the quantitative study findings are presented in Sections 4 and 5 respectively.  
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3 Audit of M-Gambling Services (Stage 1) 

 

3.1 Mobile Gaming Technology 

An audit was undertaken of m-gambling, mobile gambling technology and interactive 

gambling to determine existing gambling services linked to mobile devices, both 

nationally and internationally to establish the context of m-gambling.  Effectively this 

involved a content analysis of available market information related to m-gambling 

activities. This involved researching over the Internet and searching through gambling 

sites.  For example, as outlined below, this was a two-phase identification process 

describing: 

 categories of gambling (see Section 3.4), and  

 analysis of individual website exemplars, which described both internet interactive 

elements (e.g. downloadable games) and text-based elements that could be 

installed for gambling purposes on a mobile phone (see Section 3.5 for detail). 

 

The growth in 3G subscriptions as well as the introduction of increasingly 

sophisticated handsets with greater rich media capabilities has increasingly blurred the 

possibilities between internet and m-gambling. The typical services associated with 

3G include wireless voice telephony and broadband wireless data, all in a mobile 

environment. However, with the capability for high-speed wireless data transfer, 3G 

has enhanced or made possible a myriad of additional applications such as secure 

mobile e-commerce and mobile gaming. Flat rate data tariffs and faster data, reduced 

per MB charges have all enabled the faster adoption of mobile internet. The impact of 

the iPhone also has been remarkable, and the ease of use of user interface has had 
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more people connecting to the web from their mobiles than ever before. Furthermore, 

all mobile network carriers in Australia are now offering 3G networks. 

 

The Juniper Research report found that total wagers on mobile phones globally are 

expected to more than double in 2009 to more than $3.6 billion, whereas user 

spending on mobile TV and mobile games will be adversely impacted by the global 

economic downturn. According to report author Dr Windsor Holden, ‘Gambling is 

essentially a recession-proof industry, as while there may be marginal reductions in 

the level of stakes amongst casual users, the overall appetite for gambling per se will 

be unaffected. Furthermore, with the growing availability of betting services on-

portal, the mobile is an increasingly convenient and user-friendly means of placing a 

bet’ (Juniper Research, 2006). The Juniper report also noted that the overwhelming 

majority of leading European bookmakers now offered some form of betting service 

on the mobile, with several having partnered with leading network operators. 

 

However, the report noted that regulatory restrictions remained a key impediment to 

mass adoption, even in countries where mobile betting services were permitted, and 

argued that national and state governments needed to implement a clear and 

transparent framework governing all forms of m-gambling services for the benefit of 

both consumers and service providers. 

 

Other findings from the Juniper Research report include: 

 Mobile betting will account for 75% of all gambling on mobile handsets in 2008, 

with casino-type gambling the second-largest sector  
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 The UK alone will account for more than 30% of bets placed in 2008, although 

this proportion will decline to just 8% by 2013 due to increased deployment of 

services elsewhere 

 Global gross win from mobile betting services is expected to exceed $1 billion 

annually by 2012. 

The audit undertaken identified three main styles of m-gambling services: casino style 

gambling, lotteries and sports betting (Juniper Research, 2006). Mobile phone 

gambling excludes the use of the mobile phone to make a simple phone call to place a 

bet with a gambling service provider.  

 

M-gambling allows individuals to play online games, usually for cash, through the 

phone's WAP or internet connection. With WAPs the game software needs to be 

downloaded onto the mobile. These systems rely on a connection between a program 

on the user’s phone and a remote gaming host providing the program. To complete 

the set-up, users need to register their bank accounts or credit card (if playing for 

cash) with the host. Once an account is set up with the gaming host, which is used to 

sign in, play, and record all wins and losses. Mobile phones with WAP are the most 

common in mobile gaming, but also used are PDAs, smartphones, and other gadgets 

as long as they support the software.  

 

With the advent of the 3G network, opportunities for m-gambling have expanded. 

Tabcorp's Sky Channel signed an agreement with the Optus 3G mobile network to 

feature the racing channel's broadcasts on a new mobile network in Australia. The live 

coverage was available to Optus 3G customers in time for the Spring Carnival. 

Customers were able to see all the betting information, the field and what the tipsters 
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had to say. But the service did not enable customers to make bets — for that they 

would have to use either the telephone or the existing TAB Racing website. 

  

3.2 Mobile Phone Market Worldwide and in Australia 

More than 1.5 billion consumers, or approximately 25 per cent of the world’s 

population, owned a mobile phone in June 2004, generating in excess of $1.5 trillion 

in service revenues (Insight, 2005). In 2006 total mobile phone figures reached, 3.6 

billion subscribers and is predicted to reach 4 billion by 2008, making the mobile 

phone the ubiquitous computing platform of choice (Gibson, 2006, Chetan Sharma 

Consulting Sept 2008). Alongside consumer adoption of m-services, distinct concepts 

and behaviours that are unique to the mobile platform have emerged including; 

convergent communication, where one hand-held device can communicate data, 

voice, and video exchanges; multitasking between the environmental ‘real’ present 

and the mobile ‘conversational’ present (Sugai, 2005); temporal and spatial liquidity 

with some m-service activities enabling flexibility (Balasubramanian, Peterson, & 

Jarvenpaa, 2002) and empowerment of the everyday, mobile user over the ebb and 

flow of daily life activity (Geser, 2004).  

 

In Australia, the total number of mobile phone subscribers reached 21.1 million at the 

end of the financial year 2006-2007, which implies a penetration rate of over 100 per 

cent. Therefore, the number of mobile phones in service in Australia was greater than 

the population at 30 June 2007. This is an increase from 14.3 million subscribers in 

2003, and a doubling of subscriber numbers in 2000 (Access Economics, June 2008). 

The Australian Communication and Media Authority (ACMA) (2008) reports mobile 
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phone ownership levels at 81%, with rates highest among those aged 18-34 years and 

lowest for those over 65 years. Further, the Australian Mobile Telecommunications 

Association (AMTA) (2008, p. 6) states that ‘global broadband subscriptions are 

forecast to grow strongly with current trends suggesting two thirds of all subscriptions 

will be mobile by 2012’ (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Mobile Broadband Timeline 

 

 
 

Source : AMTA 2008 

Combining the direct and indirect contributions, Access Economics (June 2008) 

estimates the mobile telecommunications industry contributed $14.2 billion to the 

Australian economy in 2006-2007, and competition within the industry continues to 

grow because of competition amongst carriers in the Australian marketplace (see 

Figure 2 for an overview of current mobile carriers in Australia). 
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Figure 2: Overview of Mobile Carriers in Australia 

 

Mobile 

Carrier 
Mobile 

Standard 
Launch Coverage 

 TELSTRA GSM/GSM180

0 
1993 Available in most areas of population, 

(96% of population). 

  CDMA 2000 Available in most areas of population, 

(98% of population). 

  3G (1xRTT) 2003 Greater Melbourne (Geelong to 

Mornington), Hume Highway in 

Victoria, Gippsland, Greater Sydney 

(Newcastle - Wollongong), Greater 

Brisbane, Gold Coast, Canberra, 

Perth, Adelaide, Hobart and 

Launceston. Coverage is being further 

extended as demand is established. 

  3G higher 

speed 
As demand is 

identified. 
Potential to provide coverage in most 

areas of population, 

OPTUS  GSM/GSM180

0 
1993 Available in most areas of population, 

(94% of population) 

  3G To be 

launched 
To be available in most areas of 

population. 

 VODAFONE GSM/GSM180

0 
1993 Available in most areas of population, 

(93% of population) 

  3G 2005 To be available in most areas of 

population. 

 HUTCHISON CDMA 2000 Melbourne and Sydney and roaming 

on Telstra CDMA network outside of 

Hutchison’s licence area. 

  3G (WCDMA) 2003 Melbourne and Sydney, Adelaide, 

Brisbane and Perth and roaming 

outside of the Hutchison licence areas 

provided by Vodafone GSM network. 

Source: AMTA 

 

N.B. Satellite services have been available since the mid-1990s. They are currently offered to 

customers by Optus, Telstra and Vodafone and provide 100 per cent coverage. Source: BIS Shrapnel, 

2001, Telecommunications infrastructure in Australia 2001, the Australian Competition and Consumer 

Commission (ACCC), Melbourne, p.110-111; Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 

(ACCC), Mobile Services Review 2003: An ACCC Discussion Paper, April 2003; and information 

provided by industry. 
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3.2.1 Current Mobile Technologies and How They Assist M-Gambling 

 

i. WAP stands for Wireless Application Protocol and simply means you can 

access the Internet from your mobile phone. 

 

ii. GPRS stands for General Packet Radio Service. A higher speed data tied into 

existing GSM network providers for which you are charged only for the 

quantity of data you download (in MBytes) regardless of how long you are 

online. 

 

iii. JAVA is the programming language used for most phone applications which 

is supported by the majority of new phones. JAVA-based applications allow 

less data to be transferred via your network provider so that the costs are kept 

to a minimum. 

 

iv. GSM stands for Global System for Mobile Communications. For more 

information, visit www.gsmworld.com. GSM WAP means that you can 

access the mobile Internet from your phone through a browser interface. You 

are charged for the length of the call (depending on your carrier plan) and 

may be charged additional fees when accessing other services.  

 

v. CDMA stands for Code Division Multiple Access, another competing data 

service offered by carrier network providers. (The above information is from 

the Golden Palace Mobile.com website) 
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vi. 3G - 3G is the third generation of standards and technology, superseding 

2.5G. 3G networks enable network operators to offer users a wider range of 

more advanced services while achieving greater network capacity through 

improved spectral efficiency. Services include wide-area wireless voice 

telephony, video calls, and broadband wireless data, all in a mobile 

environment. 

 

 

3.3 Trends in the Australian Gambling Industry  

Since 1997-98, gambling expenditure has continued to rise, reaching $14 billion in 

2000-01, or $1000 per adult. But its growth has slowed discernibly (see Figure 3) 

largely reflecting a slowdown in gaming machine expenditure. Expenditure has risen 

by 15 per cent (in 2000-01 dollars), compared to a rise of 30 per cent over the 

preceding three years (Productivity Commission, 1999; Banks, 2002). Figure 4 

presents the main gambling types of expenditure over the period 1991-2001. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Technology
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2.5G
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Figure 3: Trends in Aggregate Gambling Expenditurea,b,c 

 

i. Gambling Expenditure 

 

 

 

The last decade has seen a consistent rise in gaming expenditure pushing overall gambling figures.
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ii. Gaming Expenditure  

 

Source: Tasmanian Gaming Commission (2002) 

a Expressed in 2000-01 values. b ‘All gambling’ is 
gaming, racing and sports betting. ‘Gaming’ is gaming 
machines, casino, lottery products, minor gaming and 
keno. ‘Racing’ is betting with bookmakers and totalisators, 
both on racecourses and off-course (TAB). ‘Sports betting’ 
is the wagering on all types of local, national or 
international sporting activities other than the established 
forms of racing. Expenditure on sports betting is about $42 
million in 2000-01 compared with about $13 million in 
1994-95 when data was first collected. c Gaming 
machines’ do not include gaming machines in casinos. 
‘Lottery products’ is lotto, tattslotto, general lotteries, 
instant money and soccer pools. ‘Casino’ is wagers on 
table games, gaming machines and keno systems. ‘Other 
gaming’ is minor gaming and keno. 
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Figure 4: Expenditure on Main Gambling Types in Australiaa,b  

 

1991-92 

 
 

 

1997-98 

 

 

2000-01 

 
 

Source: Tasmanian Gaming Commission (2002) 

a Expressed in 2000-01 values b ‘Gaming machines’ do not include gaming machines in casinos. 
‘Lottery products’ includes lotto, tattslotto, general lotteries, instant money and soccer pools. ‘Casino’ 

includes wagers on table games, gaming machines and keno systems. ‘Racing’ includes betting with 

bookmakers and totalisators, both on racecourses and off-course (TAB). ‘Other’ includes sports 

betting, minor gaming (such as raffles, bingo, lucky envelopes) and keno.  
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3.4 Category Definitions, Explanations of Various Forms of 

Gambling and Mobile Gambling 

 

This section explains the various gambling forms found in Australia. 

 

i. Gambling means the playing of a game for monetary or other stakes and 

includes making or accepting a wager. This definition is only for the SA 

Casino Act 1997 and may vary slightly in other Acts. 

 

ii. Gaming is the exchange of an item of value according to the outcome of a 

game (for example, cards, roulette and electronic gaming devices). 

Gaming machines constitute any device that is so designed that: 

 it may be used for the purpose of playing a game of chance or a game of 

mixed chance and skill; and  

 it may be operated wholly or in part  

a) by the insertion of a gaming token into the device; or by the use 

of gaming machine credits; or 

b) by electronic transfer of credits of gaming tokens to the device;  

c) by the use of gaming tokens held, stored or accredited by the 

device or elsewhere; and 

 because of making a bet on the device, winnings may become payable. 

 

iii. Betting occurs where wagers are placed on the outcome of a race or 

sporting event. 
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iv. TAB is the Totalisator Agency or Administration Board. There is one 

TAB in each state, which facilitates off-course totalisator betting on racing 

or sports betting.  

 

v. Parimutuel is a form of wagering where players bet money in pools. The 

amounts (after all deductions) remaining in the pools are divided among 

the winners based on the size of the pools and the number of winning 

tickets. 

 

vi. Lotteries occur where distribution of money occurs by random draw. 

These come in various forms, including lotto, pools and instant lotteries 

(or ‘scratch-its’).  Lotto is played by choosing numbers in anticipation that 

those numbers will be among the winning numbers selected randomly 

through various means. 

 

vii. Keno is a game where a player wagers that chosen numbers will match 

any of the 20 numbers randomly selected from a group of 80 numbers via 

a computer system or a ball-drawn device. It is an electronic from of 

bingo, and is typically played in clubs, casinos and hotels.   

 

viii. Wagering is a term with a dual contemporary usage.  Wagering is often 

used as another name for betting – to stake something (usually money) on 

the outcome of a contest or any uncertain event or matter.  The second 

usage of the term is as a category of gambling.  Wagering as a category 
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refers to gambling that is not gaming (see above).  The principal forms 

here are racing and sports betting. 

 

ix. Interactive gambling refers to gambling that is: 

 conducted by means of interactive games in which a person participates by 

means of the internet or any other telecommunication medium; and 

 not regulated by another gambling law.  

 

x. Interactive game refers to a game in which: 

 a prize consisting of money or anything else of value is offered or can be 

won under the rules of the game; and 

 a person 

a) enters the game or takes any step in the game by means of a 

telecommunication device; and 

b) gives, or undertakes to give, a monetary payment or other valuable 

consideration to enter, in the course of, or for, the game; and 

 the winner of the prize is decided 

a) wholly or partly by chance; or 

b) by a competition or other activity in which the outcome is wholly or 

partly dependent on the skill of the person or another person. 

 

xi. A Game of Chance does not include any athletic game or sport but, with 

that exception, includes a pretended game of chance and a game or 

pretended game which includes a degree of chance, whether or not 

combined with skill or degree of skill. 
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3.5 Audit of Existing Gambling Applications Linked to Mobile Phones 

According to the Igaming news, the Hit Wise Top 10 ‘Entertainment -- Gambling’ 

sites for the week ending Nov. 15, 2008 (based on visits) Australia are as follows: 

 

1. (13.69%) TAB Racing (VIC) - www.tabracing.com.au 

2. (9.36%) TABOnline - www.tabonline.com.au 

3. (6.60%) Tabcorp Wagering - www.tab.com.au 

4. (6.58%) Golden Casket Lottery Corporation - www.goldencasket.com 

5. (4.66%) Tattersall's Lotteries Online - www.lotto.tatts.com  

6. (4.37%) Tattersall's - www.tattersalls.com.au 

7. (4.17%) NSW Lotteries - www.nswlotteries.com.au 

8. (3.37%) TABOzbet - www.ozbet.com.au 

9. (2.86%) Sportsbet.com.au - www.sportsbet.com.au 

10. (2.65%) TAB Sportsbet NSW & VIC - www.tab.com.au/sports 

 

Profiled next are a few gambling websites, some key to the Australian markets and 

others popular worldwide. 

 

3.5.1 Existing Gambling Applications for Mobile Use 

The mobile specific services can be accessed using WAP-enabled mobiles/JAVA-

enabled mobiles. Most of the other sites can be accessed by 3G mobiles, with 

gambling sites getting increasingly mobile-window friendly (all sites last accessed on 

November 30, 2008). 

 

http://www.tabracing.com.au/
http://www.tabonline.com.au/
http://www.tab.com.au/
http://www.goldencasket.com/
http://www.lotto.tatts.com/
http://www.tattersalls.com.au/
http://www.nswlotteries.com.au/
http://www.ozbet.com.au/
http://www.sportsbet.com.au/
http://www.tab.com.au/sports
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Table 1: Audit of Existing Mobile Gambling Sites linked to Mobile Devices 

 

Name URL Games/Services Comments 

 

 

 

BetCRIS 

 

 

http://www.pokerasyougo.com/betcris-

sportsbook.html 

Poker 

Casino 

Sports Gambling 

BetCRIS sports book is marketed to the business 

crowd. Covers sports from rugby to NASCAR to 

international soccer, even some politics. Lines 

and odds are posted on NFL, NBA, MLB, NHL, 

NCAA, NASCAR, Boxing, Tennis, Golf, Soccer, 

Politics and Entertainment 

 

Bet Direct http://www.betdirect.com/Assets/betdirect

/UK/mobile-betting/ 

Games 

Casino 

Poker 

Horse Racing 

UK-based. Blackberry devices are not 

compatible. 

Iphone browser needed to surf the BetDirect site 

to place a bet. Set of instructions on site to 

remove content blocking for minors. 

 

Casino room http://www.casinoroom.com/mobile/ Mobile Casino 

Mobile Poker 

Part of the BWIN group, which is one of the 

leading online gaming entertainment providers. 

Operating under licences issued in Gibraltar, 

Kahnawake (Canada), Belize, Germany, Italy, 

Austria, UK. Subsidiaries and affiliated 

companies offer sports betting, poker, casino 

games, soft games as well as audio and video 

streams on top of sporting events like German 

Bundesliga. 
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Table 1 contd. 

 

Name URL Games/Services Comments 

 

 

 

Gigaslot http://www.gigaslot.com/ 

 

Online casino The gigalsot machine is the new five payline, 

three wheel slot machine. Site offers 98% 

payouts, progressive jackpots and special 

bonuses, hold bonuses and bonus10X. 

 

Golden 

casket Online 

https://goldencasket.com.au/WCOLInfo/B

uy_Lotto_Online_LottoDirect.asp 

 

Lotto Featuring 4
th
 on the top 10 gambling websites for 

Australia. 

Golden 

Palace 

http://www.goldenpalacemobile.com/ 

 

Win a million dollars. 

5 reel multi-line slots. 

Casino style games - slot, 

video poker, table games. 

Promotions running - $300 sign up bonus, tell-a-

friend offer, 15% money wire transfer bonus, 

Crown Jewels VIP Program - 9 Levels. 

The more you play and wager at the tables, the 

higher your player level will increase. 

 

Lotto https://site20.lotto.tatts.com/General/home

.aspx?nca=627537 

 

Lotto Featured number 5 on the top 10 gambling 

websites. 

 

Mobi 8 http://www.mobi8.com/ 

 

Directory Has listings of online casino, poker, racing 

websites. Also lists gambling problem assistance 

websites by various countries. 
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Table 1 contd. 

 

Name URL Games/Services Comments 

 

 

 

NRL Bet http://www.nrlbet.com/ 
 

NRL odds Also sells NRL merchandise. 

 

Oz Bet http://www.ozbet.com.au/ 
 

Betting 

Racing 

$40,000 giveaway promotion on until Perth Cup 

on 1 January. $1000 a day 

 
Oz Lotteries http://www.ozlotteries.com/index.php 

 
Lotto ‘Quickpick’ function allows you to choose your 

numbers at random. After payment, real lotto 

ticket is printed and held on buyers’ behalf. 

Ozlotteries.com uses a handy ’account’ system. 

Can make deposits and withdrawals easily.  

A receipt of every ticket is available online. 

 
Slotland http://www.slotland.com/mobile.html 

 
Golden 8 

Jacks or Better 

Lucky Stars 

Treasure Box 

Booster 

Striking 7s 

Claims to be a breakthrough concept of slots and 

video poker games that can be played on virtually 

any cell phone, mobile phone, smart phone, or 

PDA which supports Java. 
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Table 1 contd. 

 

Name URL Games/Services Comments 

 

 

 

Sports 

Acumen – 

Sabet 

http://www.sabet.com.au/SportsAcumenL

aunch/?lang=en 

 

Sports Betting 

Racing 

Commencing 10 December, Sports Acumen will 

be offering $1.92 lines on all sports prior to the 

event. New lines are available for the following 

sports: NFL, NBA, NBL, College Basketball, 

College Football, AFL, NRL, Super 14, Rugby 

League and Rugby Union international events. 

 
SportsBet https://www.globalsportsbet.com.au/index

.php?categoryid=9&p1809_parentid=9&p

1809_sectionid=9&p1809_pageid=41&P

HPSESSID=a26cfec46ff7acfb5913c49de4

38588a 

 

Sports Betting 

Racing 

Established in 1997, Sportbet.com is currently 

located in Costa Rica. Over 100 employees 

strong, and servicing more than 250,000 clients, 

often rated as No.1 online site. 

 

Sporting Bet http://www.sportingbet.com/t/mobile/betti

ng/java-sportsbook/mobile-betting.aspx 

 

Sports 

Casino 

Poker 

Games 

Easy to use/access site. Run by Phantom Fiber 

Corporation. 

Sports Rush 

Mobile 

betting 

http://www.sportsrush.com.au/ 

 

Sports betting Installs the sports acumen software. $50 signing 

up credit, $25 for refer a friend. 

 
Pacific Poker 

/888.com 
http://www.pacificpoker.com/mac/en/?lan

g=en 

 

Poker Web-based poker play, needs downloading 

software 
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Table 1 contd. 

 

Name URL Games/Services Comments 

 

 

 

Results Now http://resultsnow.mobi/ 

 

NRL, Cricket, Tennis results Owned and managed by Globo Logic Pty Ltd. 

 
TAB Mobi http://www.tabinfo.com.au/mobi/default.h

tml 

 

Sports Betting Features TAB Sportsbet VIC, TAB Sportsbet 

NSW, TAB Racing VIC, TAB Racing NSW 

 
Wild Jack 

Mobile 
http://mobile.wildjack.com/games.php 

 

Tomb Raider 

Major Millions 

Treasure Nile 

Fruit Fiesta 

Double Magic 

Slots 

Blackjack 

UK’s top gambling site. Vodaphone UK 

customers can now purchase casino credits 

through mobile phone bills. 

 

Winward 

Casino 

http://www.winwardcasino.com/ 

 

Casino Games Games available in high quality download 

version; or in fast flash games that play online in 

any browser without downloading anything; also 

has a wireless version of the casino that can play 

on cell phone or wireless PDA. 
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3.5.2 Snapshots of Gambling Sites Profiled in Audit 

 

     

i. Sports Acumen Racing & Sportsbook is a sportsbook 

and racebook using BetOptions software licensed in 

Australian Capital Territory. 

 

2nd of 14 BetOptions Software Sites  

– ranked by http://online.casinocity.com 

 

 

 

    

ii. Tattersall’s is a lottery site using proprietary software 

licensed in Victoria. It is owned by Tattersall's 

Holdings Pty Ltd 

 

1st of 6 Victoria Jurisdiction Sites 

14th of 39 English-Language Lotteries 

– ranked by http://online.casinocity.com 

 

 

 

iii. Pacific Poker is a poker room using 888 Holdings 

software licensed in Gibraltar. It is one of 7 online 

gaming sites owned by 888 Holdings Plc  

 

3rd of 525 English-Language Poker Rooms 

4th of 191 Gibraltar Jurisdiction Sites 

– ranked by http://online.casinocity.com 

 

 

 

 

iv. Slotland is a casino using proprietary software licensed 

in Comoros. It is one of two online gaming sites 

owned by Slotland Entertainment S.A. 

 

1st of 2 Comoros Jurisdiction Sites 

47th of 665 English-Language Casinos 

– ranked by http://online.casinocity.com 

 

 
 

* For more snapshots refer Appendix C

http://online.casinocity.com/poker/
http://online.casinocity.com/jurisdictions/jurisdiction.cfm?start=1&id=16
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3.5.3 Convenience of M-Gambling 

What is the appeal of m-gambling? Visiongain (UK) surveyed mobile phone users in 

the UK, who overwhelmingly cited convenience as a benefit (70%), with smaller 

numbers saying that m-gambling was less intimidating and allowed for more 

discretion.  

 

The worldwide increase in gambling, both online and offline, is set to see further 

growth as the number of people gambling via their mobile phones looks ready to 

increase dramatically over the next five years. 

 

Gambling has now gone fully mobile with technology that enables online casino 

players to play their favourite games from their cellular phones or PDAs, allowing 

access to people on-the-go, anywhere, anytime. Overseas, players who wish to 

gamble when mobile simply have to download the mobile software application to 

their mobile device. The player registers an account, with account information stored 

in the 'backend' for user protection should the user's mobile device be lost or stolen. 

Funds can be deposited or withdrawn using an eWallet payment system, accessible 

from the mobile device, after which the user is ready to start playing mobile casino 

games.  

 

Juniper Research (2006) expects bets placed over mobile phone applications to rise 

from just under $2 billion in 2005 to in excess of $23 billion by 2011. Part of the 

predicated growth in m-gambling is a large increase in mobile casinos which are used 

predominantly by American, Asian and European consumers. For the Australian 

market, this highlights a significant global trend in consumer behaviour and is of 
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interest because of the internet’s global access to m-gambling. Combined with a 

growth in 3G subscriptions, as well as the introduction of increasingly sophisticated 

handsets with increasing rich media capabilities, this will also make casino games a 

more attractive handheld offering. Such developments could tempt or create greater 

interest of consumers located within the Australian market. 
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4 Findings from Focus Groups and In-Depth Interviews 

(Stage 2) 
 

4.1 Gambling Environment 

M-gambling represents new opportunities and threats to society which will develop 

through the widening of the wagering and gambling services enabled through 

technology platforms. Based on this thinking, market research continues to project 

positive revenue growth of m-gambling services (see Figure 5). Recent research by 

Juniper Research (2006) suggests however that in the long term the growth of the m-

gambling market will develop in a different way to the online gambling market.  

 

Whilst market commentators believe that initial m-gambling adoption will evolve 

from existing gamblers (both traditional and online), in the longer-term they predict 

that m-gambling will attract significant numbers of new users because of the inherent 

advantages of the mobile channel, such as ubiquity (i.e. services are omnipresent in 

that consumers have the ability to access services in every place at any, and/or every, 

time), universality  (synchronisation with other digital devices) and unique 

personalised and customised information and services.  

 

Alongside these supply-side market opportunities are societal concerns from social 

and political commentators who argue that gambling—traditional and interactive—is 

a dangerous, untrustworthy, unreliable and/or foolish entertainment activity. The 

following situational analysis incorporates these issues and as a result three 

assumptions informed data collection at the outset. The three assumptions are that:  
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 omnipresent and ubiquitous access will increase mobile phone users trailing (and 

adoption) of m-gambling services;  

 interactive technology platforms, such as mobile phones, are a continuous form of 

gambling that reduces gamblers’ protective factors; and  

 socialisation of gambling primes future populations for problem gambling. 

 

Figure 5: Total Revenue from Mobile Phone Gambling (Regional Forecast for 2007-

2013) ($Mill) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Juniper Research, 2006:5) 

 

4.2 Situational Analysis 

The qualitative findings discussed in the following section are drawn together to form 

a current situational analysis that details consumers’ vulnerabilities to m-gambling. 

The situational analysis draws on current industry research and scholarly literature 

about gambling to situate the interviewees’ discourses about gambling and their m-

gambling desires, intentions and behaviours. As a result, the discussion presents an 

analysis of a complex situation—individual m-gambling states that are influenced by 

social, market and regulatory responses—of the enquiry broadly conceived and 

synthesised in the literature review. By completing this analysis, the discussion 
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outlines the major positions taken in the data about consumer vulnerability to m-

gambling and details the research participants’ opinions and concerns around m-

gambling issues.  

 

4.3 Identification of M-Gambling Themes 

The concept map (see Figure 6) displays five themes: gambling, play, money, time 

and problem. These five themes organised 12 concepts viewed in a 100 per cent 

Leximancer exposure. Displaying 100 per cent of Leximancer-created concepts also 

enables a focus on lesser concepts such as: time, lose and win. This is a strength of 

Leximancer in that it also supports analysis of less frequent (weaker) concepts. In 

analysis this is considered a strength because lexical ‘weakness’ can be semantically 

important to indicating the lexical focus of the communicators and/or their intention 

— despite being a less frequent concept. For example, the map illustrates that in 

relation to gambling, participants in this study connected losing money to gambling 

more strongly, than being able to win. For example, some gamblers who participated 

in this stage of the research thought of winning more as ‘against the odds’, rather than 

an opportunity to ‘hit the jackpot’. As one mobile user interviewed explained: 

If people gamble their money they should expect to lose their money and 

shouldn’t be upset when it happens. (Interviewee D, July 2006). 

 

 

Other mobile phone users interviewed had a different perspective on winning. They 

argued that winning wasn’t about luck; rather they believed that winning also 

involved gambling ability and the requisite gambling skills, which enabled ‘winning’. 

As one gambling enthusiast explained: 

If somebody has a bet on sporting events, generally the outcome from that will 

be more informed or more skilled or more knowledgeable about that event. 

(Interviewee H, December 2006). 
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Figure 6: Lexical Analysis of M-Gambling Transcripts 
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The above narrative highlights an important characteristic of the sample population of 

mobile users involved in the qualitative phase of the study. Specifically, participants 

typically discussed gambling as a recreational or entertainment activity, which for 

some participants involved the social gatherings of friends and family and small 

wagers (i.e. ranging from $2-$50). For other participants however, larger expenditures 

were involved in gambling entertainment and these participants potentially spent up to 

$500 during a gambling day-long event. This social aspect of gambling is summarised 

by one focus group participant’s comment: 

The whole aspect of gambling … for me is more a social thing; it’s more for 

going out with your friends and gambling with friends. (Focus Group 1, June 

2006). 

 

Interestingly, the proposition that socialisation and traditional gambling primed 

mobile users for m-gambling was not widely experienced by the participants involved 

in this stage of the research. The following comment from one mobile user, who was 

also a heavy traditional gambler, illustrates this point: 

There’s no way I want to be in some texting thing and sending SMS’ to get 

bets and things like that on. I would rather do it the easy way; you’re just at 

the TAB and you can have a punt and a drink. Or you can sit at home and use 

the phone and get online to do it that way. (Interviewee I, November 2006). 

 

This is not saying however, that all traditional gamblers are uninterested in the 

gambling opportunities afforded by mobile connectivity. The following statement 

from a different gambler illustrates an alternative view: 

Personally, I'm waiting for mobile TAB because … I’ll occasionally like to put 

a bet on … but if I'm out and I'm at work and all that sort of stuff, I can’t.  But 

if I could just bang it up on the mobile, put the bet on and not worry about it, 

that would be the most handy for me because I would actually use that not out 

of boredom or anything but out of convenience. (Interviewee B, January 2007) 

 

The following sections now turn to a detailed discussion around the themes identified 

from the Leximancer analysis to contextualise the dimensionality of vulnerability to 
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m-gambling. This discussion will draw upon mobile phone users’ positive and 

negative m-consumption experiences and their opinions towards gambling. This 

discussion reveals mobile phone users’ intentions towards m-gambling and users’ 

experiences of vulnerability. 

 

4.3.1 Recreational Gambling 

Much of the published literature about gambling suggests that public perception 

constructs gambling as a legitimate form of entertainment (Messerlian, Derevensky, 

& Gupta, 2005). Interpreting the central theme of gambling depicted in Figure 6 

reveals that participants in the qualitative phase of the study shared this perception of 

gambling, because their gambling experiences typically involved shared social events 

with friends and family. The lexical concepts—’people’ and ‘friends’—define m-

consumers’ opinions and experiences of gambling. This statement from a male 

interviewee illustrates gambling as a social activity undertaken with friends: 

… you’re out with a bunch of mates or having a drink at home with a few 

friends and you’re watching the screen and doing that [gambling].  Same as 

the casinos, you know. It’s more of a social activity. (Interviewee I, January 

2007). 

 

The statement below from a frequent gambler illustrates thinking about gambling as a 

leisure-related product. Many of the participants, when explaining their gambling 

experiences, talked about gambling as a social entertainment experience: 

I find that the people I go out with enjoy gambling too… and have a good time 

without having alcohol involved, which really suits me. So that’s basically 

how I got into it [gambling] and I've just enjoyed it ever since. I just find it an 

enjoyable activity. (Interviewee B, January 2007). 
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For other social gamblers, the venue and drinking alcohol adds fun and excitement to 

the gambling experience. The quote below from a young woman in a focus group 

illustrates the enjoyment she gets from gambling: 

Well I think of the fun side things … like the drinking ... the social bit of it, but 

I mean I actually do enjoy taking $2 or something and playing on pokies for 

half an hour even though I am not going to win anything … I lose most of the 

time … but it’s enjoyable … it’s just a game. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Gambling venues (e.g. casinos) and social events also legitimise gambling for some 

people and influence their broad acceptance of gambling in society. As one frequent 

gambler pointed out when explaining why he finds gambling exciting:  

During the football season, you gamble on the football, which is always 

exciting. But having a night out, whether you’re out playing the machines or 

whether you’re out playing the tables or whatever, it’s more of a social night 

out. Particularly for someone who’s 40, who doesn’t have family and kids and 

everything else and you’ve travelled a lot around the world. Where can you go 

that’s not a sleazy bar? Where can you go and entertain yourself and have a 

drink? You can go to a gambling house and it’s quite acceptable. (Interviewee 

I, November 2006). 

 

In addition, the venue also adds excitement to the gambling activity. As one interview 

participant described her personal enjoyment in gaming, she explained: 

It’s the atmosphere. It’s the presentation too; the presentation of games and 

the fact that gambling games are presented as sort of glamorous … stylish. 

(Interviewee B, January 2007). 

 

The socialisation and acceptance of gambling as part of ‘Australian culture’ was 

widely endorsed by participants. For example, some male participants recounted 

stories about going to the casino as a ‘coming of age event’ when turning eighteen 

years of age. Others discussed the social acceptance of gambling because the money 

involved in their gambling activities benefited charitable organisations or a social 

cause. A number of participants had experienced or been introduced to gambling via 

social events and good causes. As a focus group participant revealed: 
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It was a charity night … I think they actually [gave] us $500 to start with and 

we actually made over a million dollars that night. (Focus group 2, 2006) 

 

The Lexical theme ‘gambling’ also revealed the concept ‘people’. This concept makes 

an interesting contribution to the qualitative interpretation of m-gambling, because it 

describes participants’ concerns about the impact of gambling on society. The 

discussion highlights how these concerns moderated participants’ gambling desires 

and behaviours, as well as their acceptance of gambling services in the marketplace. 

The following section now turns to a brief discussion of participants’ views about 

problem gambling. It is important to note that only one participant in the qualitative 

phase identified as a ‘problem gambler’
2
. Whilst this person’s perspective was 

insightful, his experiences have primarily been used within the analysis as a counter 

point to the ‘social gambling’ experience typified by all other research participants in 

the study. 

 

4.3.2 Negative Attitudes Towards Gambling 

The social costs of problem gambling resonated as an issue for participants in the 

qualitative study. This is evidenced by the separate lexical theme ‘problem’ identified 

in the content analysis. The interpretation of problem gambling from the transcripts 

revealed that whilst participants did not have personal experience with problem 

gambling, many felt it was a social problem. As one interview participant pointed out: 

Well, gambling is an addiction. …it generally takes money from people who 

can’t afford to give it (Interview C, June 2006). 

 

                                                
2 This participant self-identified as a problem gambler; at the outset of the interview the participant 

describe how gambling had resulted in financial problems for his family, which put his relationship at 

risk. 
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Sharing a similar perspective on the harm of gambling, one focus group participant’s 

statement revealed empathy for problem gamblers, she said: 

I just think that it’s really sad because everyone is just so engrossed in losing 

their money. The statistics like say one person, or every couple of days, or 

weeks … loses their whole life fortune and commit suicide. I just think the 

whole thing is really sad. (Focus Group 1, 2006) 

 

On the other hand, other participants were not sympathetic, which is typified by the 

following interviewee’s statement: 

They should get over it and work through the addiction and stop doing it. But 

by the time they realise it’s a problem, they're broke. (Interview D, July 2006). 

 

Another perspective on problem gamblers was that they just did not know ‘how to 

gamble’.  

Problem gamblers are people who don’t understand how gambling works and 

who see it almost as an income, as an earner, as a job. If they go and gamble 

this much then they’ll earn this much and it just doesn’t work like that. 

(Interviewee B, January 2007). 

 

This statement reveals another dimension of participants’ perspective about ‘people 

and gambling’ and possibly their own gambling behaviour. That is, that the 

consequences of gambling can be controlled when people have the requisite skills and 

ability, combined with ‘some luck’. The following statement reveals this thinking: 

Some gambling involves skill and other gambling doesn’t involve skill.  And 

the other one that does not involve skill, generally, will create the problem 

gambling, more often than the kind that requires skill. (Interviewee H, 

December 2006). 

 

 

In the gambling literature this thinking is supported by research that distinguishes 

gambling activities in terms of a skills-chance dimension. Simply put, some gambling 

activities—slot-machines, lotteries, Keno, etc.—are chance-determined, so there is no 

strategy. By contrast, race and sports betting and casino card games are examples 

considered to involve more skilful play (Delfabbro & LeCouteur, 2003). Whilst the 

majority of participants in the qualitative study engaged in small wagering activities, 
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this did not prohibit them from articulating gambling skill and aptitude. The following 

quote from a focus group participant illustrates this perspective.  

I have strategies. And when I don’t use my strategies and it goes wrong, then 

I’m like, really mad.   … I don’t even know anything about sport  … [BUT]  

online it’s got the percentages of each .. .like who voted out of the 100 people 

in the competition of each team … and the one that’s got the highest 

percentage on the last day, I always choose that one. No matter what I 

personally think, because whenever I choose what I think, it’s wrong. But now 

I am coming second, so it must work. (Focus Group 2, 2006) 

 

4.3.3 Does Gambling Socialisation Prime Mobile Gamblers? 

Mobile users in this study gamble primarily because it is a social activity undertaken 

with friends and/or family. As evidenced above, personal gambling experiences are 

described by positive emotions ─ fun, excitement and enjoyment ─ that evolve from 

social engagement and participation with other gamblers in a social setting. In 

marketing nomenclature, mobile phone users in this study think and participate in 

gambling primarily as an experiential, leisure product. Critically, participants in the 

study did not believe that the social setting of gambling was transferable to 

technology platforms, either internet or mobile. The statement from an experienced 

gambler, summarised this consumer perception: 

Interactive gambling and online gambling — is definitely less social. You 

don’t get the experience or the atmosphere. … it’s more so paying for the 

object, or your paying just for the gambling. You're not actually getting any 

other experience. (Interviewee B, December 2006). 

 

In elaborating how friends extend the enjoyment gambling experience, a young male 

commented during a focus group discussion that: 

I’ve gambled here and there before and that was with friends and stuff. It’s 

more the thrill rather than the need, and if I go to a casino I want the 

atmosphere as well. Like, casino players, it’s all about the fun at that moment 

and mobile phone gambling I guess just takes that away from me. (Focus 

Group 1, 2006). 

 



58 

Later in the same focus group, another participant agreed with this view and 

elaborated why he would not get involved in interactive gambling: 

For me, the main reason why I wouldn’t do online gambling or do other 

interactive types is because for me, gambling is a social thing with my friends. 

Like I go out to the casino or have my friends over and we gamble; playing 

poker or something. (Focus Group 1, 2006) 

 

The excitement of winning is something that a number of the mobile users in the 

study felt was also a shared experience. Furthermore, many felt that participating in 

m-gambling would limit their enjoyment of winning. As one focus group participant 

explained:  

I think personally I won’t be too hot on the phone idea really … like if you 

win, you can’t go ‘Yeah!’... people will sort of wonder ‘what are you doing 

sort of thing’. (Focus Group 2, 2006) 

 

An interesting statement, quoted below, from another focus group participant reveals 

that some mobile users in the study were more sensitised to the ‘threat’ of losing 

money when m-gambling. This statement suggests that concerns about losing money 

might act as a protective factor against problem m-gambling. Protective factors are 

important in this context because they moderate or buffer the effects of an 

individual’s vulnerability to gambling (Masten et al, 1990). The participant stated:  

… compared to going out to gamble, you’re dressed up and make a night out 

of it; that’s sort of worth losing the money, especially if I have a good night 

out. But if I lose $50 on the phone, it’s like whoo…that’s heaps. (Focus Group 

2, 2006) 

 

From the lexical analysis ‘money’ is identified as an influential factor that changes 

consumers’ perceptions and enjoyment of the gambling experience. For example, 

gambling research has shown that money is central to many of the motives that 

stimulate consumers to gamble, such as ‘dreaming of winning’, or participating in 

gambling because the money goes to a good cause, or charity (Roy Morgan, 1999). 

The following section will draw upon participants’ opinions and experiences 
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involving money to analyse how money influences and inhibits mobile users’ m-

gambling intentions and behaviours. 

 

4.3.4 Money: The Costs and Benefits of Gambling 

The preceding section introduced consumer opinions about the social costs associated 

with gambling, particularly the social costs associated with problem gambling. The 

focus of this section is not to cover the well documented financial costs (e.g. family 

debts and bankruptcy) and social costs (e.g. divorce and separation, depression and 

suicide) reported about gambling (see Australian Productivity Commission, 2002; 

Delfabbro & LeCouteur, 2003). Rather the following discussion focuses on 

interpreting how mobile users’ gambling activities are defined by ‘losing’ and 

‘winning’ and how consumer perceptions of m-gambling increases (or decreases) 

their perceived financial risk ─ incurring financial loss, or receiving unexpected costs.  

 

Leximancer analysis (see Figure 6) identified ‘money’ as a theme, which is explained 

by the concepts ‘lose’ and ‘win’. Roy Morgan Research (1999) identified ‘dreaming 

of winning’ as the top motivator for traditional gambling. Interpretation of the 

transcripts from this stage of research revealed that participants’ experiences of 

winning at gambling were not always related to money. Some participants discussed 

winning as fun, irrespective of winning money. During a focus group discussion, one 

participant recounted the positive winning experience when using ‘pretend’ money: 

… they had nights where they give you so much pretend money and that’s 

when you do it  - gamble - like that’s pretty cool. That’s when you feel like you 

are getting something because you are still gambling. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 
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Generally, most participants believed it was not easy to win money via gambling. As 

one interview participant stated: 

I don’t think you’re ever going to win easy money. It’s never that easy. 

(Interviewee C, June 2006). 

 

Most participants in the qualitative phase weighed the costs of their gambling 

entertainment against other activities. For example, one interviewee justifying her 

expenditure on lotto as an affordable leisure product, because she is a non-coffee 

drinker, noted: 

I don’t drink coffee [so] as opposed to having a coffee a day, it’s like you 

know, three coffees is sort of the equivalent of what you’d spend each week 

and who knows; one day, you might actually win some money. (Interview C, 

2006) 

 

This statement is indicative of the general tenet of the recreational gamblers who 

participated in this stage of the study; they are appropriately described as responsible 

gamblers, because they gamble in a way that has few or no negative effects 

(Queensland Government, 2007). A less common attitude towards money and 

gambling was recounted by a heavy gambler, who stated:  

I generally go to the casino to try to make money, as bad as it sounds. I go to 

the casino to play poker, to make money. I do it for fun too because I enjoy 

doing it. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Interestingly, interpreting the qualitative statements from participants during this stage 

of the research revealed that losing money, rather than winning money influenced 

their gambling intentions and behaviour. The following quote illustrates this thinking: 

I always just think how much money it’s going to cost me rather than how 

much you could win; because I always think ‘You are definitely going to pay 

the money to be in it, but you're probably not going to win’.  So I see it more 

of [a] cost … (Interviewee F, May 2007). 
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The most highly reported behaviour involving gambling and money, was the 

purposeful behaviour of setting financial limits on gambling expenditure. As one 

focus group participant explained: 

Yeah I set limits every time, because it will ruin your night if you go in there 

and lose all your money. Not only have you lost all your money but then 

you’re pissed off for the rest of the night. That’s turned a good night into a 

bad night. (Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

Responsible gambling, the process of weighing the costs and benefits of gambling 

entertainment, involves a rational decision-making process, which a number of 

participants in the qualitative study identified with. For example, a self-identified 

frequent gambler described her gambling and financial decisions involving ‘only 

gambling with disposable income’ (Interviewee B, January 2007). Other participants 

shared this practice, which is typified in the following account: 

I only gambled with money that I could afford to gamble with. So, if it [the 

money] went, it went. I always put money on a horse assuming that I wasn’t 

going to see any money. So that’s a safe way. (Interviewee E, August 2007). 

 

This interviewee’s explanation indicates an additional consideration about factors that 

influence moderate mobile phone users’ gambling behaviour, that is, the perception of 

risk related to gambling activities. While participants in the qualitative study were 

willing to discuss the risks associated with gambling and m-gambling, overall they 

did not self-report risky gambling behaviours or experiences of harm arising from 

gambling activities. In this sense, participants were reporting perceptions, rather than 

their own actual experiences, that gambling exposes people to financial loss. The 

following section now turns to an explanation of mobile users’ risk perceptions 

related to money and m-technology. 
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4.3.5 Perceptions of Financial Risk 

Risk perception has two primary dimensions: uncertainty and consequences (Conchar, 

Zinkhan, Peters, & Olavarrieta, 2004). Both these dimensions are useful in 

elaborating mobile phone users’ justifications about their gambling behaviours. For 

example, a number of the mobile users in the study were also university students and 

the consequences of losing money weighed significantly on their gambling 

participation. As one focus group participant stated: 

Well, if you think about it, as a student [I have] a lot of cost issues I guess, you 

don’t want to take a risk on it … specially mobile phone gambling. (Focus 

Group 1, 2006). 

 

A participant from another focus group explained their coping strategy, involving 

friends, which illustrates how some people cope with managing the projected, 

negative consequences of gambling.  

I know I can control myself; that I can only lose $40  … I tell myself that … 

but if I have been drinking it’s hard for me to control. So I just give the money 

to somebody else… like hide my keycard or something, so I can’t get to it even 

if I wanted to. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

The technology platform also influenced users’ risk perceptions. For example, using 

the internet or a mobile device to exchange money or personal information appeared 

to increase participants’ uncertainty because they thought the information could be 

misused. Specifically, some mobile users in the study were concerned about the 

outcomes of providing credit card information, or felt that there was insufficient 

information about gaming providers to engender trust in the company facilitating the 

transaction. When asked about interactive gambling for example, one interviewee 

volunteered the following justification by comparing the risk of traditional gambling 

with an interactive gambling event, he stated:  
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… you’ve obviously got to give credit card details or something. Well, you 

handover the $5.00 for the scratchy and you’ve got your scratchy and they’ve 

got your $5.00. There is no risk of any other loss of money. Whereas with 

internet gambling etc, you’ve got credit facilities given away. (Interviewee E, 

August 2006). 

 

In a separate interview another mobile user agreed with this sentiment, stating: 

… you know giving your credit card details to the gaming facilities, I wouldn’t 

at all feel comfortable  …  It’s bad enough doing online banking, let alone 

gambling with financial details.  (Interviewee C, June 2006). 

 

Uncertainty, because technology mediates the transactions, influenced other 

participants as well. For example, in a different focus group a participant pointed out:  

I don’t trust any technology that we have regarding gambling or paying online 

or any cash transactions… I don’t trust it enough to want to use it. (Focus 

Group 1, 2006). 

 

 

Credit, specifically mobile credit, added an interesting dimension to understanding 

participants’ ‘cost-benefit’ analysis when contemplating a future m-gambling 

transaction. When it was suggested that mobile phone users could gamble with phone 

credits, a number of participants liked the idea. The statement from a female focus 

group participant illustrates this thinking. She stated: 

Like yeah, [I’d] play it (m-gambling) using my credits ... like for me, I have a 

plan and it’s unlimited … so there’s a fair amount of money that I pay for, that 

I will never use .. so I can use up that extras to pass the time and kill boredom. 

(Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

In the published literature, technology users are typically described as ‘empowered’ 

and ‘in control’ when they use technology in marketing exchanges. This arises 

because technology allows the user to choose what information they absorb and when, 

with reduced barriers and costs (Watson et al., 2002). The following discussion 

investigates mobile entertainment behaviour and overviews the advantages and risks 

involved in gambling activity via a mobile device. 
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4.3.6 M-Consumption Styles 

M-consumption styles relate to how mobile devices are used in consumers’ daily life 

activities. Fundamental to m-consumption styles is individual self-efficacy; that is 

mobile users’ beliefs and sense of efficacy in mastery of mobile technology. The 

majority of mobile phone users in this stage of the study used the phone to stay 

connected with friends and family. The following quote illustrates the connectivity 

and style of communication revealed by the majority of users in the study: 

The mobile is better for staying in touch with people. Also you get SMS.  You 

don’t have to catch someone at the right moment because people can’t always 

talk to you right there and then. SMSs are really convenient. I occasionally 

send pictures. I do a lot of blue toothing – when people like have cool ring 

tones or whatever and I’m like, ‘can you give it to me’. (Interviewee F, August 

2007). 

 

The above quote also illustrates the ease mobile users demonstrate when integrating 

mobile entertainment (m-entertainment) activities within their everyday 

conversations. The following section now turns to a discussion of m-entertainment, 

which is contextualised by the mobile users’ experience of play and entertainment 

facilitated via mobile phone. 

 

4.3.7 Mobile Play 

Whilst communication was integral to m-consumption styles of the participants 

interviewed, using the mobile to play games was also of interest to some participants. 

Generally games were discussed as a means to fill in time when travelling, or as an 

escape from boredom. A comment from one focus group participant illustrates this 

playing behaviour: 
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Games – I do it once in a while when I’m really bored and travelling 

anywhere, yeah. Just pull it out and have a little …to distract yourself or 

something. (Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

Other interviewees discussed how playing games on a mobile phone was more a 

transient activity. While these mobile users participated in this type of gaming 

regularly, they reported it as a low involvement activity used to simply pass the time. 

This is explained in the comment from another participant in the same focus group 

when he explained playing a game on his phone the day before: 

When I was really bored and – I played [it for about] ten or twenty seconds 

and then I got bored with that as well, so I just started staring into space. 

(Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

Mobile users interviewed also reported participating in other forms of ‘play’ on their 

mobile phones, such as SMS competitions, or getting involved in voting for Big 

Brother and/or Australian Idol reality television eviction shows.  

… some of these competitions, you SMS in and they draw it later, or other 

ones you SMS in a code that’s on a packet or whatever, and they tell you 

straight away whether you have won or not.  I prefer the ones that come 

straight back and tell you. (Interviewee F, August 2007). 

 

Many of the interviewees reported that they were using these m-entertainment 

opportunities less frequently. Two main reasons were discussed for reduced play: (1) 

increasing uncertainty about the actual costs, and (2) the unexpected outcomes arising 

from the exchange of personal and ‘phone’ information. Some participants for 

example indicated that they were unsure about the potential negative outcomes. One 

focus group participant discussed why he was less inclined to get involved in m-

entertainment options using his phone, he explained:  

… the small print ... sometimes I don’t know ... I seem to get the feeling that a 

lot of those competitions get their money from the actual text messages. (Focus 

Group 2, 2006) 
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A different interviewee shared this perspective, demonstrating a level of cynicism that 

accounted for why she didn’t participate in SMS voting:  

… the whole texting thing is – I feel it’s a scam. It’s just to sucker people in to 

make more money (Interviewee C, June 2007). 

 

Reduced levels of participation in these m-entertainment games was also explained by 

consumers’ concerns about unexpected costs. In an interview with a different mobile 

user, she explained that there were no ‘free’ competitions anymore, and that you 

always had to exchange something, she noted: 

That’s it.  It’s either free and you put in your email address or it’s not free — 

you don’t put in your email address but you have to pay money to enter. 

(Interviewee F, August 2007). 

 

Mostly however, it was the increasing financial cost that reduced mobile users’ 

interest in these m-entertainment activities. As a focus group participant pointed out: 

‘I don’t think it’s worth the price paid’. However, later in the discussion the same 

participant qualified that he might be tempted to get involved if the entertainment 

related to his sporting interests. He stated: 

I think if it was something that I was really interested in – I’m a big fan of 

following baseball – then – yeah I’d think about it. (Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

Another form of ‘play’ that illustrates mobile usage is downloading behaviour. This 

involves downloading games and ring tones to a mobile device. This behaviour links 

users to the mobile phone in that they use these games and ring tones to personalise 

the device to individual tastes and preferences, as well as engaging users in sharing 

experiences with ‘connected’ friends when they talk about and share new ring tones. 

The majority of research participants in this stage of the study had high levels of 

experience in downloading behaviour. However, as an m-entertainment option, many 
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mobile users indicated they were doing this less frequently ─ because of increasing 

costs. The quote below illustrates this point: 

You sort of SMS in to get a ring tone ... then they try to send you one ... and 

every message you receive, they charge you for those messages that they send 

you back ... so they can send you heaps … that’s also [a] scam … and 

numbers that call you from interstate and as you pick it up, ring them back 

and it costs you $50 so you don’t really know what’s happened there ...  they 

could send you like an email, sort of viruses via phone ... I won’t do it. (Focus 

Group 2, 2006). 

 

The participants’ discussion of costs in the preceding section reveals another form of 

risk experienced by some mobile users in the study: perceived functional risk related 

to m-entertainment services. Participants’ talk reveals that some users perceive risk 

because they believe they cannot control the technological outcomes or responses 

from completing an exchange. The response could be an inability to deal with a virus, 

or how to respond if personal credit card information is misused. Table 2, which 

defines perceived risks, also highlights that consumers’ perceived risk in undertaking 

a transaction can expose multiple risk factors. The above discussion highlights the 

functional risk (e.g. concern about performance response/outcomes) and financial 

risks (e.g. monetary loss and/or unexpected costs) that impact consumers purchasing 

and use of m-entertainment services. This discussion has highlighted that both these 

types of risk perception impacts mobile users’ trial and adoption of m-services.  
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Table 2: Defining Perceived Risk 

 
Perceived Risk: Perceived risk has been conceptualised along two primary dimensions; uncertainty 

and consequences (Conchar et al., 2004). These perceived risks in purchasing and using services have 

been categorised into six different risk types; functional risk, financial risk, temporal risk, 

psychological risk, social risk and sensory risk (Lovelock, Patterson, & Walker, 2004:67). 

 

Risk Type Definition 

  

Functional risk Concern about performance outcomes 

Financial risk Monetary loss, unexpected costs 

Temporal risk Wasting time, consequences of delays 

Psychological risk Personal fears and emotions 

Social risk How others think and react 

Sensory risk Unwanted impacts on any of the five senses 

(Lovelock et al., 2004) 

 

 

Another risk factor was also identified during this stage of the research: that of social 

risk (e.g. the risk arising from how others think and react). Only a few participants in 

the study raised broader concerns about playing games on mobile devices in general. 

However, it is an interesting risk to consider when thinking of community acceptance 

of mobile phone behaviour and social marketing’s interests in managing societal well-

being. The quote below from one woman illustrates social concern about playing 

games on a mobile phone:  

I just find that there are better ways that people can utilise their time and I just 

feel — I see these people sitting on bus stops and on trains and even walking 

down the street and bumping into people and they're busy and it’s a game and 

I feel that we’re losing the art of communication as a result of that. We are 

losing the niceties of the day where people have just no manners. The thing 

that concerns me most, we are losing our communication skills. (Interviewee 

G, August 2006). 

 

4.3.8 M-Gambling 

In overseas gambling markets, casino style m-gambling, which uses colourful 

graphics and mimics the appearance and experience of mobile games have become 

popular. Arguably these products are being developed to target heavy mobile phone 

users potentially interested in extending their gaming experience by participating in 
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games of chance. It is important to highlight that participants involved in this stage of 

the research had very low market awareness of m-gambling and therefore had no 

previous experience to report. Consequently, the context of the following discussion 

is not about past m-gambling behaviour; rather the discussion summarises mobile 

users’ responses to their first experience of seeing and ‘playing’ with interactive 

gambling.
3
  

 

Mobile users’ first impressions of m-gambling, which involved exploring a casino 

style program based on Black Jack, focused on the lack of sophistication of the 

graphics and the interface. Comments ranged from ‘they’re pretty basic’, to ‘the 

quality’s not good like I’m use to in games’. Whilst mobile users in the study typically 

felt the interface was limiting, they also believed they had the requisite skill to play 

the games, because of their gambling experience. The quote from a focus group 

participant summarises this experience: 

I think it’s tempting. Because [it’s] pin ball and … blackjack and other most 

common gambling. (Focus Group 1, 2006) 

 

A different mobile phone user explained that playing games on her phone would be 

more interesting if she was able to gamble. She noted: 

there are a lot of things, like gambling games that I would particularly like to 

use it for.  I’d rather play poker on my mobile phone in my spare time than 

PacMan or whatever the other free game is. (Interviewee B, January 2007). 

 

Interestingly, a demonstration game based on a traditional slot machine, which also 

used gaming avatars (e.g. Lara Croft) had stronger appeal for some research 

                                                
3  A computer laptop was available during the interview and focus group setting that 

demonstrated different interactive gambling programs that were downloadable to mobile 

phones. Research participants were given time to play and discuss different features and how 

these might transfer (or not) to the mobile phone interface. 
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participants. These participants explained that they found gambling with a familiar 

gaming avatar more interesting. As one focus group participant explained: 

That I can continue to play a new game with characters I like … I’d do that … 

[I’d] like to see if I could beat them here as well. (Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

For the majority of participants however, their interest and desire to use m-gambling 

was mediated by concerns that ‘smart technology’ shifted the odds against them and 

that the winning experience was less fun because it could not be shared with friends. 

A number of the participants involved in this stage of the research felt that technology 

increased the odds against them. The quote from a focus group participant illustrates 

this belief: 

I’d rather have the chance of the dealer and me having the chance of flipping 

that card over and neither of us knowing what it’s going to be, rather than a 

machine knowing before you … and that’s what I felt with the mobile phones; 

even if you’re playing a card game on a mobile phone, it knows what it’s 

going to do. (Focus Group 1, 2006) 

 

A number of participants believed the entertainment experience would be reduced 

because they could not share the experience with friends. Additionally some 

participants argued that they believed their physical enjoyment in gambling would be 

further reduced because they would not be rewarded with ‘cash-in-hand’ if they won. 

One young woman in a focus group explained why she was not tempted by m-

gambling offers, stating: 

But you don’t get the physical enjoyment. You don’t get the money, like cash in 

your hand. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Another interviewee explained that he would not be interested in m-gambling because 

it was not as good as Scratch-its for example, because he felt there would be delays in 

‘getting the result’.  
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I won’t do m-gambling, with [scratch-its] I've got an instant result in front of 

me … ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. (Interviewee E, August 2006). 

 

A different interviewee shared this thinking and explained that other forms of 

gambling were more fun, and therefore more tempting, because they gave a better 

‘rush’.  She noted: 

… the rush, I would say probably a scratchy. You scratch it off and you know 

whether you're in it or you race back to the newsagent. (Interviewee G, 

August 2006). 

 

Another important factor that influenced mobile users’ desire to m-gamble was ‘time’. 

The concept of time mediated a number of participant’s motivations to m-gambling. 

One interviewee stated for example: 

… the temptation behind the mobile? The fact that I could do it anywhere, 

anytime. (Interview A, August 2006) 

 

Sharing a similar belief, the statement from a different interviewee elaborates on this 

point: 

I would definitely …use mobile betting, like TAB betting. …I’d probably 

definitely play poker in my spare time, if I had time to go on. But it depends 

what you're playing. Obviously I'm not going to sit there and play a six or 

seven hour tournament on my mobile or something. (Interviewee B, January 

2007). 

 

The above statement also reveals an interesting construction of time and its influence 

on a consumer’s vulnerability status. Vulnerability is a transitional state (Baker et al., 

2005) which at different times will increase, when consumer agency and control is 

reduced. In the technology literature, some scholars have hypothesised that length of 

‘play’ or ‘flow states’ control consumers in a state of emersion where they become 

unconscious of time and place (Hoffman & Novak, 1996). From the supply-side the 

opportunities are clearly transparent; however, on the consumer-side a lack of 
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consciousness, especially in a gambling environment, could lead to a high risk 

situation. As one focus group participant suggested: 

if you just play at home and no one knows, it’s so easy, you just keep doing it, 

without somebody maybe giving you advice and saying ‘Okay maybe you … 

you’ll lose everything’. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Many participants volunteered that in traditional gambling environments, like casinos, 

friends were there to tell them to stop, or remind them that they might be losing too 

much. An alternative view however was the technology could mediate and shift 

control to the user in comparison to traditional gambling setting. During a focus group 

session for example, one participant pointed out: 

I disagree on that  … back to my experiences it’s like, I used to play a lot of 

online games as well, and some of the features they have is like, they’ve got 

alarms that you can set – for example, if you want to play an hour – usually 

when you’re playing games, you’re immersed in it, you don’t really keep track 

of the time. (Focus Group 1, 2006). 

 

However, time is not only constrained to a discrete event in the m-entertainment 

context. Rather, it is the continuous ease of multiple transactions which change the 

time continuum in the ubiquitous mobile marketspace. A consumer’s sense of 

vulnerability to gambling offers in this shifting-time context was commented on by a 

number of mobile phone users, for example: 

The mobile phone is with me all the time, so I might just keep doing it all the 

time on the phone, like taking it out and playing it without realising my limits. 

(Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

In this context convenience is advantageous from the commercial, supply-side; yet on 

the demand-side convenience potentially increases vulnerability. This was not the 

case however, for one experienced gambler in the study, she stated: 

I'm waiting for mobile TAB … because like, there is a few horses and dogs 

that I follow and I’ll occasionally like to put a bet on those but if I'm out and 

I'm at work and all that sort of stuff, I can’t.  But if I could just bang it up on 
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the mobile, put the bet on and not worry about it, that would be the most 

handy for me because I would actually use that not out of boredom or 

anything but out of convenience.  (Interviewee B, January 2007). 

 

Yet for the majority of mobile phone users involved in this stage of the study, 

convenience raised concerns about the consequences and social risks related to 

ubiquitous gambling services. As one focus group participant stated: 

I think it would be bad for people who can’t control themselves - particularly 

convenience. Convenience can be a risk too … [sometimes] it was … 

convenience that made me play. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Convenience combined with access, increased mobile phone users’ perceptions of 

social risk. The statement from one interviewee participant summarises this 

perspective: 

When they’re in that sort of no-go zone of between an event and another event 

… there’s that time lag, the boredom factor. You know, if you’ve got an hour’s 

journey each day, if you’re gambling - when I guess you could be watching the 

Subaru roll past or something - I guess there’s an opportunity there to sort of 

make people – and I know that’s a bit hard to make people; who makes you do 

anything? But it makes it easier, I guess, for you to access something that you 

wouldn’t normally access. (Interviewee C, June 2006). 

 

This is not to say that all participants in the study agreed with the proposition that 

convenience would tempt them to engage in m-gambling. Many of the interviewees 

acknowledged that the technology was convenient; however, they also indicated that 

other factors would moderate their gambling behaviour. As one focus group 

participant stated: 

I think if I ever did that, it will be because of boredom. It won’t be for 

enjoyment. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

Thus the combination of convenience and accessibility suggests that some mobile 

users would be tempted to gamble as a way to relieve their boredom. However, this 

behaviour is also moderated by the stronger influence of money (as indicated by the 
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thematic analysis displayed in Figure 6). In particular, the chance of losing money via 

m-gambling reduces the desire to gamble using a mobile phone. In another focus 

group a different participant revealed that whilst boredom might initiate his 

behaviour, monetary cost would also influence his intention to play, he stated: 

If I’m playing for it, I am playing just to kill some boredom but I certainly 

don’t really want to put my own money into it. (Focus Group 2, 2006). 

 

The majority of participants involved in this stage of the study were social, 

responsible gamblers. Therefore, while technology attributes have ‘ease of use’, 

convenience and accessibility and might act as a driver for contemplation about m-

gambling, monetary factors and other perceptions of risk also moderated mobile 

users’ intentions to participate in m-gambling. Importantly, mobile users in this study 

reported that they controlled their gambling behaviour and were able to account for a 

range of activities which reduced their vulnerability to m-gambling. 

 

4.4 Summary: Mobile Users’ Intentions to M-Gamble 

Table 3 summarises the major issues and consequences that have been identified from 

the qualitative analysis of mobile users’ opinions and interests in m-gambling. The 

first column ‘m-gambling temptations and gambling risks’ indicates the range of 

temptations identified from participants’ statements in the study, the second column 

outlines the solutions and protective factors that these same consumers volunteered to 

explain how they dealt with potential vulnerabilities, and harm that might arise from 

problem gambling behaviour using a mobile phone. Protective factors are outlined 

because they illustrate mobile users’ responses to the risks of m-gambling. This is 

important because risk indicators and protective factors are arguably two sides of the 

same coin in respect to the users’ experiences of risk. As Garmezy (1994) explains, 
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risk factors increase risk, whereas protective factors adopted by consumers can 

actually reduce the risk associated with the over-consumption of harmful lifestyle 

practices. In Table 3, protective factors are summarised based on the experiences 

documented in the qualitative findings to illustrate mobile users’ responses to the 

temptation of m-gambling and its associated risks. 

 

As identified in this table, a number of factors influence consumers’ behaviour and 

intentions towards embracing m-gambling. Specifically, the qualitative analysis 

revealed perceived behavioural control of the gambling context and mastery of the 

mobile phone – self-efficacy – influences mobile users’ attitudes towards m-

gambling. Additionally, the qualitative findings suggest that a mobile user’s sense of 

control over the mobile phone (perceived behaviour control) and their level of 

involvement in gambling activities will influence their intentions to engage in 

gambling activities via a mobile phone. 

 

Table 3: M-Gambling Temptations and Consumer Protective Factors 
M-Gambling Temptations and 

Gambling Risks 

Protective Factors 

Gambling socialisation Responsible gambling behaviour and the use of 

‘entertainment money’ only for gambling activities 

Desire to gamble Perception that gambling is an entertainment activity done 

with friends;  

Perception that gambling enjoyment increases via a shared 

experience with friends. 

M-technology connectivity Handset capability and gambling software considered 

unsophisticated. 

Availability and convenience M-gambling appears to be more a low-involvement gambling 

activity, which is perceived to limit rewards on users’ 

affective states (e.g. gambling enjoyment; less fun because 

the experience cannot be shared) and physical state (e.g. 

cash-in-hand). 
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Boredom and accessibility Perceived financial risk ─ monetary loss: belief that winning 

from gambling in general is against the odds. 

Unexpected costs ─ being billed for spend and receiving data 

from m-services. 

Useability ─ m-gambling replicates 

traditional games, and players assume 

they have the requisite skills 

Employing technology to limit time and length of play. 

Availability of phone credit to play Desire to use excess credit; not to use their real money. 

 

The qualitative findings also indicate that other factors might also influence intentions 

to m-gamble, such as: social and peer influences (i.e. subjective norms) and mobile 

users anticipated emotions (either positive or negative). These factors have been 

modelled in Figure 7, which is derived from the synthesis of the literature, m-

gambling audit and findings from qualitative phase of the research. The influence of 

these factors on m-gambling intentions was tested in the quantitative phase of the 

research, which is reported in the following section. 
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Figure 7: Model of Factors Affecting Attitudes Towards M-Gambling and Intentions 

to M-Gamble 
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5 Findings from State-Wide Survey (Stage 3) 
 

This section provides the findings of the quantitative study on attitudes and intentions 

towards m-gambling.  It also reports the individual and social demographic variables 

affecting these attitudes and intentions. Part A provides descriptive data to identify 

demographics and establish the extent to which people are currently using their 

mobile phone, gambling and m-gambling. Part B provides descriptive data on major 

item responses and cross tabulations of demographic variables with attitudes and 

intentions. These results are displayed in tables and bar charts as appropriate. Part C 

employs regression analysis to test the relationships among antecedents (i.e. perceived 

control, past behaviours, subjective norms, and anticipated positive and negative 

emotions), attitudes towards m-gambling and intentions to m-gamble. 

 

5.1 Part A: Demographics 

This sub-section provides an overview of respondents’ demographics in terms of age, 

gender, income and education. The spread of respondent ages ranges from 18 to 60+ 

(see Figure 8) and there is representation across the age groups. Figure 8 indicates that 

there is a fairly good representation across the age groups, with nearly half of 

respondents (49%) aged between 30 and 49 years. 
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Figure 8: Age Groups by Count 
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Slightly more females than males were represented in this sample with 42% males and 

58% females. Male respondents also tended to be older than female respondents, χ
2
 

(6, N = 143) = 22.44, p = .001. The older age groups (40+ years) were predominantly 

men (63% vs 35%), while there were more women in the younger age groups (21-39 

years; 64% vs 33%) (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: Age Groups by Gender 
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The sample was split into generational cohorts for the purposes of the study. Widely 

accepted in the marketing literature is an understanding of age sub-cultures, which 

define people of similar ages who have undergone similar experiences. As individuals 

grow older, their needs and preferences change often in concert with those in their 

generational cohort. Being part of these cohorts exerts a significant influence on 

people’s identity and behaviour. These age cohorts are commonly referred to as Baby 

Boomers, Generation X and Generation Y. These generational cohorts have been 

applied in the following discussion of the findings.  
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Figure 10 illustrates that 10% of the sample consists of Generation Y, 43% Generation 

X and 47% Baby Boomers. The classifications are in line with Solomon, Dann, Dann 

and Russell-Bennett (2007), which defines Generation Y as those born between 1979 

and 1984, Generation X between 1966 and 1978, and Baby Boomers between 1946 

and 1965.  
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Figure 10: Generation Cohort 
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With regard to level of education, 27% of respondents’ highest level of education was 

secondary school, 34% had TAFE training, and 39% had received a university degree 

(see Figure 11). This did not vary with gender or age. 

 

Figure 11: Level of Education 
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Income levels in this sample are skewed towards the higher levels, with 65% of 

respondents earning more than $60,000 a year and 28% earning more than $100,000 a 

year. In contrast, only 13% earned less than $30,000 yearly (see Figure 12). There 

was no relationship between income and gender, age, or education level. 

 

Figure 12: Income Level 
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5.2 Part A: Technology Usage 

Findings show that 92% of respondents were connected to the internet at home while 

only 53% were connected to the internet via their mobile phones. While home internet 

access did not vary by gender, age, cohort, or income, respondents who were 

university-educated were less likely to have access, χ
2
 (2, N = 140) = 7.09, p = .029. 

Nearly all secondary and TAFE educated respondents (97% and 96% respectively) 

had internet access at home compared to only 84% of university graduates. 
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Access to the internet via a mobile phone did not vary across gender, education level, 

or income. However, as the figure below indicates, age was significantly related to 

mobile internet access, χ
2
 (6, N = 139) = 23.25, p = .001 (see Figure 13). Younger age 

groups were more likely to have mobile internet access, with 92% of 21-24 year olds 

indicating they had access, compared to only 23% of 50-59 year olds and 29% of 60+ 

year olds. 

 

Figure 13: Access to Mobile Internet by Age Group 
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Access to the internet via mobile phone also varied across cohorts, χ
2
 (2, N = 139) = 

16.08, p = .0003. Respondents in Generation Y and X were more likely to have 

mobile internet access (87% and 62% respectively), than Baby Boomers (36%) (see 

Figure 14). 

 

There was no significant relationship between home internet and mobile internet 

access. Of those connected to the internet at home, 54% were also connected to the 

internet via their mobile phone. Of those not connected at home, 33% were connected 

to the internet via their mobile phone. 
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Figure 14: Mobile Internet Access by Cohort 
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Results indicate that 45% of respondents reported upgrading their mobile phones in 

the last six months. This was not related to any of the demographic variables. 91% of 

respondents paid for their own mobile phone bills. While paying for one’s own 

mobile bill was not significantly related to age, cohort, or education level, there were 

significant differences between men and women, and between income levels. Men 

(83%) are less likely than women (96%) to pay their own bills, χ
2
 (1, N = 140) = 7.11, 

p = .008. Those in the highest income bracket ($100,000+ pa) were also less likely to 

pay their own bills (77%) compared to those earning less than $100,000 per year 

(between 93%-100%), χ
2
 (4, N = 140) = 13.21, p = .01. This may occur because those 

in higher income brackets are more likely to have their mobile phone usage covered 

by their employer. 

 

In terms of mobile phone usage, 37% of respondents identified themselves as light 

users, 50% as medium users and 13% as heavy users (see Figure 15). This did not 

vary with gender, education level or income. There was, however, a significant 
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relationship between usage and age, χ
2
 (12, N = 142) = 23.75, p = .022. Younger 

respondents were more likely to be heavy users, especially those in the 21-24 year age 

group (50% heavy users). Older respondents were more likely to be light or medium 

users, particularly those in the 50-59 year age group (96% light or medium users). 

Mobile phone usage also varied significantly with cohort, χ
2
 (4, N = 142) = 19.60, p = 

.001. Generation Y were the least likely to identify as light users (7%), while 

Generation X and Baby Boomers were less likely to identify as heavy users (10% and 

8% respectively).  

 

Figure 15: Mobile Phone Usage 
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5.2.1 Traditional Gambling 

Data was also collected on current non-mobile gambling behaviours. As indicated in 

the table below, only 1.5% of respondents indicated that they gambled every day, 5% 

said they gambled a few times a week, and 58% identified themselves as social 

gamblers, 33% said they never gambled (see Table 4). This pattern of gambling 
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frequency was consistent, i.e., no significant differences, across gender, age, cohorts, 

education level, income and all of the technology usage variables.  

 

Table 4: Frequency of Gambling 

 
 Frequency Per cent 

Every day 2 1.5 

Few times a week 7 5.3 

Socially 83 58.0 

Never 43 32.6 

 

The survey also revealed that respondents most often gambled on Scratch-Its (43%) 

Lotto (41%), and poker or game machines (20%), as well as Keno (16%), TAB 

(14%), online sports betting (13%), online casino games (11%), private card games 

(11%), horse or greyhound racing (11%) and bingo (9%) (see Figure 16). 

 

Figure 16: Gambling Activities 
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As Figure 17 indicates, respondents feel largely in control of their gambling (M = 6.5, 

SD = 1.05), with 92% indicating they feel in control (response options 5 to 7) and 

73% feeling they were in complete control. There were no significant relationships 

between perceived control and any demographic or technology usage variables, nor 

with gambling frequency.  
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Figure 17: Perceived Control over Gambling 
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5.2.2 M-Gambling 

Respondents were also surveyed on their m-gambling attitudes and intentions. The 

following items were all measured on a seven-point scale where higher numbers 

indicate more agreement. Also, to facilitate comparison between m-gambling and 

online gambling, responses from items assessing whether respondents gambled in 

online casinos or placed sports bets online were aggregated to form an online 

gambling variable. 

 

Generally, respondents indicated they would not gamble on their mobile (M = 1.27, 

SD = .94). Nearly every respondent (94%) disagreed with the statement, ‘I will 

gamble on my mobile.’ Four per cent were uncertain and just two respondents agreed 

(1%) (see Figure 18). There was no significant relationship between this item and 

online gambling, with online gamblers and non-online gamblers rating this item 
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similarly (Ms = 1.25 and 1.27 respectively). However, the two respondents who 

agreed with the statement were not online gamblers. 

 

 

Figure 18: I Will Gamble On My Mobile 
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Similarly, most respondents stated they were unlikely to gamble on their mobile (M = 

1.22, SD = .86). Nearly every respondent (95%) rated themselves as unlikely to 

gamble. Three per cent were uncertain and again just two respondents agreed (1%) 

(see Figure 19). There was no significant relationship between this item and online 

gambling, with online gamblers and non-online gamblers rating this item similarly 

(Ms = 1.23 and 1.22 respectively). Again, the two respondents who agreed with the 

statement were not online gamblers. 
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Figure 19: How Likely Is It That You Will Mobile Gamble? 
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In line with the previous finding, most respondents were unlikely to intend gambling 

on their mobile phones (M = 1.20, SD = .87). Nearly every respondent (95%) rated 

themselves as unlikely to gamble. Four respondents stated they were likely to m-

gamble (3%) (see Figure 20). There was no significant relationship between this item 

and online gambling, with online gamblers and non-online gamblers rating this item 

similarly (Ms = 1.23 and 1.20 respectively). Again, the respondents who agreed with 

the statement were not online gamblers. 
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Figure 20: I Intend To Gamble On My Mobile  
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Finally, most respondents did not see themselves as regular m-gamblers (M = 1.08, 

SD = .55) (see Figure 21). Nearly every respondent (97%) rated themselves as ‘not at 

all’ a regular m-gambler. Only one respondent identified as an m-gambler to ‘a very 

great extent’ (1%) and this same respondent identified as intending to gamble.  The 

other 2% of respondents who stated that they were likely to gamble did not identify 

themselves as current m-gamblers. There was no significant relationship between this 

item and online gambling, with online gamblers and non-online gamblers rating this 

item similarly (Ms = 1.08 and 1.08 respectively). Again, the single respondent who 

identified as an m-gambler was not an online gambler. 
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Figure 21: To What Extent Would You Describe Yourself As a Person Who 

Regularly Gambles on Their Mobile? 
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Part A of this section provided an overview of the descriptive data.  Part B will report 

the steps taken to develop constructs used in this study for regression analysis. 

  

5.3 Part B:  Factor Analyses 

A series of factor analyses were undertaken to develop the constructs for mobile 

phone involvement, gambling involvement, attitudes towards gambling, attitudes 

towards m-gambling, negative anticipated emotions towards m-gambling, positive 

anticipated emotions towards m-gambling, social norms and self-efficacy. 

 

The scale for involvement was developed by Mittal (1995) and we have modified it 

for mobile phone involvement to include the following items:  

 Mobile phones are very important to me. 
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 For me, mobile phones do not matter. 

 Mobile phones are an important part of my life. 

Results of a factor analysis indicate that there is only one common factor underlying 

the three items in the mobile phone involvement construct.  Specifically these three 

items may be considered together to form a valid scale of mobile phone involvement 

in this research.   

 

The Mittal (Mittal, 1995) scale was also used for gambling involvement.  These items 

included: 

 Gambling is very important to me. 

 For me gambling does not matter (reversed). 

 Gambling is an important part of my life. 

Factor analysis showed that these three items formed a single factor. 

 

The items used for attitudes towards gambling and attitudes towards m-gambling 

were based on a scale based on Ajzen & Fishbein’s model (2000), and more recently 

used by Perugini and Bagozzi (2007). These attitudinal items focus on the evaluation 

of a behaviour, object or concept along a set of dimensions of good or bad, like or 

dislike.  In this study, we include: good/bad, foolish/wise, unpleasant/pleasant, 

unenjoyable/enjoyable and unattractive/attractive which is in line with Perugini and 

Bagozzi’s study. Specific items for attitudes towards gambling are: 

 I think that gambling is for me very attractive. 

 I think that gambling is for me very good. 

 I think that gambling is for me very wise. 

 I think that gambling is for me very pleasant. 
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 I think that gambling for me is very positive. 

 I think that gambling for me is very enjoyable. 

 

Items for attitudes towards m-gambling are: 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very 

attractive. 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very good. 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very wise. 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very pleasant. 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very positive. 

 I think that gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is for me very 

enjoyable. 

Similarly, factor analyses were undertaken and confirmed that these items formed 

single factors.   

 

Items for negative and positive anticipated emotions towards use of m-gambling are 

shown below:  

Positive Anticipated Emotions 

 Satisfied 

 Proud 

 Happy 

 Pleased 

 Delighted 
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Negative Anticipated Emotions 

 Frustrated 

 Agitated 

 Disappointed 

 Regretful 

 Guilty 

Factor analysis on these items also confirmed that they formed single factors.    

 

For subjective norms, which refer to an individual's perception of whether people 

important to the individual think the behaviour should be performed, three items were 

included.  The following items were found to represent the subjective norm for m-

gambling: 

 Others would be impressed if I used my mobile phone for gambling. 

 I think others would disapprove of me gambling with my mobile phone. (reversed) 

 I would worry if people saw me using my mobile phone for gambling. (reversed) 

 

Finally, the construct for self-efficacy with mobile phones was confirmed.  This 

relates to perceived ease of use and the items included are:  

 If I wanted to, it would be easy for me to gamble on my mobile phone (m-

gambling). 

 For me gambling with my mobile phone (m-gambling) is: difficult/moderately 

difficult/easy. 

 

For behavioural control factor analysis was unnecessary as it was represented by one 

item: 
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 How much control do you have over gambling?  

 

On this basis, it was clear that the scales used in our study adequately represented 

each of the constructs: (1) mobile phone involvement, (2) gambling involvement, (3) 

attitudes towards gambling, (4) attitudes towards m-gambling, (5) negative anticipated 

emotions towards m-gambling, (6) positive anticipated emotions towards m-

gambling, (7) social norms, (8) self-efficacy and (9) behavioural control. It was then 

possible to use these constructs to test the model of factors affecting attitudes towards 

m-gambling and intentions to m-gamble (refer to Figure 22).  

 

5.4 Part C: Testing of Model of Factors Affecting Consumers’ 

Attitudes towards M-Gambling and Intentions to M-Gamble 

 

The model shown in Figure 22 was developed from the literature review and modified 

by the qualitative research undertaken with focus groups and individual interviews.  

This model proposes that perceived behavioural control, in the form of m-gambling 

self-efficacy and gambling control, will impact on attitudes towards m-gambling.  In 

addition, involvement with gambling and mobile phones will also influence these 

attitudes.  Intentions to m-gamble will be influenced by attitudes towards m-gambling, 

concerns about the views of others (subjective norm) and both positive and negative 

anticipated emotions. 
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Figure 22: Model Showing Proposed Factors Affecting Consumers’ Attitudes 

Towards M-Gambling and Intentions to M-Gamble 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The results of the regression analyses are reported in Table 5. Inspection of this table 

suggests a number of notable findings. First, it appears that the positive anticipated 

emotions do indeed significantly influence attitudes towards m-gambling. Thus, those 

who have high anticipation of positive emotions arising from m-gambling are more 

likely to have attitudes that m-gambling will be attractive and enjoyable. In contrast, 

those with low anticipation of positive emotions will have negative attitudes towards 

m-gambling.  

 

Second, gambling involvement, rather than mobile phone involvement, significantly 

affects attitudes towards m-gambling.  This suggests that those who perceive 

gambling to be important are more likely to use their mobile phone for gambling (m-

Gambling

Involvement

M-gambling

Self-efficacy

Negative

Anticipated

Emotions

Attitudes 

towards

M-gambling

Intentions

to 

M-gamble

Subjective

Norm

Gambling 

Control

Mobile Phone

Involvement

Positive

Anticipated

Emotions

Perceived Behavioural Control



98 

gambling) than those for whom the mobile phone is an important part of their lives. In 

terms of concern for the vulnerability of young mobile phone users to m-gambling, 

this finding suggests that current gamblers may be more at risk.  Perceived 

behavioural control factors such as gambling control and m-gambling self-efficacy, 

however, do not appear to influence attitudes towards m-gambling. An explanation for 

this may be that even though respondents considered that they had high control over 

gambling, they did not necessarily have positive attitudes towards m-gambling 

because it did not interest them.  Further, the perception that m-gambling would be 

easy to do does not necessarily translate into positive attitudes towards m-gambling.   

 

Table 5 (b) shows the results of regression analysis for the effect of attitudes towards 

m-gambling and subjective norms on intentions to m-gamble. As can be seen, only 

attitudes towards m-gambling shows a significant effect. This means that those who 

have positive attitudes (gambling is very attractive, very good, very wise, very 

pleasant, very positive and very enjoyable) are significantly more likely to have 

increased levels of intention to m-gamble. In contrast, those with low positive 

attitudes will have low levels of intentions to m-gamble. Subjective norm was not 

found to have an influence on intentions to m-gamble. This may be attributed to the 

fact that it is difficult for others to ascertain what specific activities a person is 

actually undertaking on their mobile phone (e.g. m-gambling). 
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Table 5: Results of Regression Analysis of Factors Influencing Attitudes Towards M-

Gambling and Intentions to M-Gamble 

 

(a) Effects of gambling control, m-gambling self-efficacy, positive and negative anticipated emotions, 
gambling involvement and mobile phone involvement on privacy suspiciousness 

 

Adj R Square = .14 

 

F= 3.807 

 Sig 

.002 

Variable β t  

Gambling control 

M-gambling self-efficacy 

Positive anticipated emotions 

Negative anticipated emotions 

Gambling involvement 

Mobile phone involvement 

-.027 

.163 

.224 

.-153 

-.233 

-.107 

-.284 

1.664 

2.084 

-1.403 

-2.372 

-.127 

 

.777 

.099 

.040 

.164 

.020 

.168 

 

 

(b) Effect of social norms and attitudes towards m-gambling on intentions to m-gamble 

 

Adj R Square = .55 

 

F= 25.722 

 Sig 

.000 

Variable β t  

Attitudes towards m-gambling .558 7.004 .000 

Subjective norm .029 .368 .713 

 

 

The following model (see Figure 23) shows the results of the regression analysis and 

indicates the significant paths.  Specifically, it can be seen that gambling involvement 

indirectly affects intentions to m-gamble through attitudes towards m-gambling. 

Additionally, intentions to m-gamble are directly influenced by positive anticipated 

emotions.   
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Figure 23: Model Showing Significant Factors Affecting Consumers’ Attitudes 

towards M-Gambling and Intentions to M-Gamble 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4.1 Conclusion 

This section has provided a descriptive analysis of sample demographics, factor 

analysis to determine the robustness of the constructs used in the study and regression 

analysis to test the relationship between involvement, perceived behavioural control, 

attitudes towards m-gambling, subjective norms, positive and negative anticipated 

emotions and intentions to m-gamble. Findings show that there is a strong negative 

attitude towards m-gambling which impacts on intentions to m-gamble. This is further 

exacerbated by low positive anticipated emotions. It can be concluded from the survey 

data, therefore, that m-gambling is not of immediate attraction to mobile phone users 

across the majority of the age groups, both genders, educational levels and income.  

Gambling

Involvement

M-gambling

Self-efficacy

Negative

Anticipated

Emotions

Attitudes 

towards

M-gambling

Intentions

to 

M-gamble

Subjective

Norm

Gambling 

Control

Mobile Phone

Involvement

Positive

Anticipated

Emotions

Perceived Behavioural Control

.02

.04

.00



101 

6 Discussion and Conclusions 
 

 

To enhance the aims of the research and clarify the objectives a review of the current 

literature relevant to m-gambling was undertaken. From this review an important 

stage was reached with the development of a guiding conceptual model to define 

consumer vulnerability to m-gambling. Conceptual models are an important stage in 

the understanding of any new phenomenon as they clarify important factors in the 

development of understanding of the phenomenon and propose relationships among 

these factors. The model (refer Figure 23) identified five factors as important in 

determining consumers’ cognitive and techno-consumption response to the m-

gambling marketplace. These factors were the individual as a techno-consumer, 

gambling demographics and individual states which acted directly to affect the 

consumption response and market and group factors which acted to moderate 

(change) the direct effects of the other factors on the consumer.  

 

Following the development of a guiding conceptual model, an audit of existing 

gambling services, both nationally and internationally, linked to mobile devices (m-

gambling) was undertaken. The audit allowed investigation of the market moderators, 

including market incentives and m-gambling services and the market and regulatory 

responses that form a feedback loop to further moderate consumer responses. The 

audit was followed by an empirical stage involving a multi-method two part 

qualitative and quantitative study of consumers who are current mobile phone users. 

This stage allowed the investigation of the consumer-related factors that affect 

consumer response to be investigated in relation to consumers resident in Queensland.     
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This section discusses the findings of the research project. The conceptual model has 

been highlighted in this section. Further findings of the research are presented in four 

parts, informing the stated objectives of the research.  First the findings of the audit 

are discussed. Then the findings for the qualitative and quantitative stages of the 

research are presented separately and then in an integrated section. Finally the overall 

results of the research project addressing consumer vulnerability to m-gambling are 

presented with implication for policy development, regulation and a targeted m-

gambling social marketing campaign. 

 

6.1 Discussion of the Audit 

The audit identified three main styles of m-gambling services: casino style gambling, 

lotteries and sports betting (Juniper Research, 2006). M-gambling excludes the use of 

the mobile phone to make a simple phone call to place a bet with a gambling service 

provider. One way of facilitating gambling on a mobile phone is by visiting a website 

to download applications to the mobile phone handset to enable gambling to take 

place.  The enabling software can also be accessed through the use of interactive 

mechanisms such as mobile internet. As more levels of interaction, created through 

multiple platforms, increase the availability of m-gambling services, there is greater 

consumer accessibility and selectivity. 

 

The audit also identified that the majority of the gambling sites are not Australian and 

are hosted in the United Kingdom, Costa Rica, Finland and Gibraltar. SportsBet, for 

example, is an Australian gambling site (SportsBET, 2006). However, it is necessary 

to phone a 1800 number to place bets on sporting events within Australia. It is noted 

that there are always clear instructions of how to download each application and what 
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types of mobiles will suit the applications that each website offers. Having this 

information readily available creates an ease of access for anyone entering these 

gambling sites to download games to their mobiles. Most of these interactive sites 

have a statement that advocates responsible gambling, similar to alcoholic beverage 

companies that advocate responsible consumption of alcohol. In addition there is 

often an interactive link that directs users of the website to a web page for information 

about services for problem gamblers. Overall the audit revealed that web presence for 

m-gambling services facilitates consumer access to downloadable m-gambling 

programs. The function of these websites is ease of use, which conveniently facilitates 

m-gambling through a familiar media.  

 

There are a wide variety of m-gambling applications which are readily accessible 

through interactive gambling sites mostly through servers located in countries outside 

Australia. The appeal of m-gambling products is dependent on the originality and 

creativity of their designers and the appeal may be limited given that most formats 

seem to be derivatives of existing gambling opportunities but stripped of their 

enjoyable social context. In addition the limitations of existing mobile handset screen 

size and audio formats means that there are inherent limitations and even options that 

are attractively presented in the online format for downloading to a desktop computer 

are unlikely to translate well or hold strong appeal to the techno-savvy consumer. 

However, the social context of mobile phone communication has meant, as in the case 

of SMS or mobile phone ring tones, that m-services which enhance social networking 

for young consumers and provide opportunities for grooming calls and cultivation and 

development of the social network can succeed despite relative technical deficiencies. 

Thus while existing m-gambling products do not appear to be ‘killer apps’ the future 
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development of an m-gambling product that incorporates group communication and 

confers group membership and status may become very successful. M-gambling 

products are still in an early stage of development and legislative and policy 

frameworks must be flexible enough to provide protection to vulnerable consumers.  

 

At a practical level, present gambling using a mobile phone may be limited by the 

cost of accessing the interactive gambling website through a mobile phone as 

generally digital services delivered to a mobile phone have a very high cost in 

Australia. Put simply, it may be feasible in a cost sense to access an interactive 

website located on a server in another country through a broadband connection to a 

desktop computer but it is a much more costly exercise to do so using a mobile 

handset and this may serve as a natural barrier to wide diffusion of this new service.  

 

Please refer to the audit of existing gambling services linked to mobiles in Section 3.5 

for further information. 

 

6.2 Discussion of the Qualitative Research Findings  

The findings of the lexical analysis demonstrate that gambling is the dominant theme 

in consumers’ understanding of m-gambling. This is of interest as it indicates that 

mobile users are attracted to the functional benefits of m-gambling – the gambling 

service – rather than the technology enabling the service delivery. It is also important 

to note that the benefits in terms of the hedonic value of play and the practical value 

of money are clearly identified. Mobile users’ explanations about the exchange of 

money and information illustrated that participants in the study also perceived 
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different levels of risk involved in conducting transactions with m-entertainment 

institutions.  

 

The lexical analysis (see Figure 6) also revealed that the concept of time is of lesser 

significance, but still important and closely related to play in mobile users’ 

experiences of gambling. Although some respondents indicated that m-gambling 

would be a ‘fun’ way to spend otherwise wasted time, for others it was not seen as an 

attractive option. Time—in the sense of an activity that helps to pass the time, or that 

fills up empty or wasted time—is a consideration in m-gambling, but not influential 

when compared to other m-service entertainment options. Equally of interest is that 

the concept of problem – that is problems associated with gambling’s impact on 

society and people who are problem gamblers – are quite removed from mobile users’ 

considerations of play, money and time. These three concepts are closely related 

while the problem is distinct and removed from these more important and central 

concepts.  

 

The opinions and statements made by mobile users involved in the qualitative phase 

of study indicated that they are social, responsible gamblers. Therefore, whilst 

technology attributes such as ‘ease of use’, convenience and accessibility, might act as 

a driver for some mobile users to contemplate m-gambling, monetary factors and 

other perceptions of risk also moderated mobile users’ intentions to participate in m-

gambling. Importantly, mobile users in this study reported that they controlled their 

gambling behaviour and were able to account for a range of activities which reduced 

their vulnerability to m-gambling. Central to mobile users’ behavioural control of m-
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entertainment and m-gambling opportunities was the importance of friends and the 

social experience of gambling with friends as an enjoyable entertainment activity. 

 

6.3 Discussion of the Quantitative Research Findings 

The results of the data collected from the survey instrument showed that overall 

respondents were not interested in considering m-gambling as a mobile service option 

and did not have a positive attitude towards it.  Only 1% of respondents stated that 

they had strong intentions to m-gamble and this was also reflected in attitudes towards 

m-gambling. In fact, there were strong views against the idea of m-gambling which 

were reflected in comments made by respondents stating that it ‘seems like a complete 

waste of time and is utterly isolationist, anti-social and anti-family’. Moreover, given 

that 58% were social gamblers (refer Section 6.1), it is understandable that m-

gambling could be considered anti-social and thus impact on their lack of desire to use 

the mobile phone for gambling. The lack of social interaction inherent in m-gambling 

is therefore an inhibiting factor for this particular classification of gamblers (social).  

For them, it is the interaction between people and the gambling environment that 

increased their level of involvement in the gambling activity. The current technical 

limitation of the mobile device for m-gambling does not currently enable social 

networking with friends for interactive gambling, thus creating a barrier to social 

gamblers’ desire to m-gamble. The threat is that more sophisticated mobile platforms 

and devices that would facilitate multiple players may encourage future m-gambling 

within this cohort. 
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6.4 Priming Factors 

In investigating the priming attributes of the types of gambling available on mobile 

phone, a notable finding was that almost half of those who gambled on Scratch-its did 

not consider this to be gambling. This may be related to risk perceptions in that 

usually small outlays of money are involved and respondents have a lack of 

consciousness about the accumulative effects.  Further, it is a socially acceptable 

behaviour that is perceived as harmless fun with no negative outcomes.  The 

implications of such perceptions in relation to m-gambling is that availability of 

Scratch-it gambling via mobile phone, which is currently available in the United 

Kingdom for example, could lead to consumer vulnerability.  This would occur as a 

result of multiple opportunities to access mobile scratch-its any place any time and the 

perception that it is a harmless activity. Nevertheless, the findings from this study 

indicate that very few participants are tempted by the thought of Scratch-it m-

gambling at this stage, most likely because it is not available in the Australian 

marketplace. 

 

We also questioned respondents regarding their online gambling activities in view of 

the potential for this type of activity to act as a priming instrument for downloading 

m-gambling software.  Results showed that 13% used online sports betting, while 

11% played casino style games on the internet. These high statistics may have 

resulted from using an online survey, which would be biased towards respondents 

with a preference for online interactions. Notably, there was no significant 

relationship between this online gambling and intentions to m-gamble, with online 

gamblers and non-online gamblers rating this item similarly. 
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6.5 Risk Factors 

Respondents were clearly concerned about the dangers of m-gambling in terms of 

financial risk. As one respondent wrote in the survey, ‘If I did gamble on my mobile 

phone, it would be to win money. But I do not intend to start using my mobile, I could 

not afford to’. As mobile phone bills can be costly for individuals who do not have 

their bills paid by their employees or other family members, it may be a further issue 

that increases the sense of affordability.  In this study, the median monthly phone bill 

was $75. It may be that there is already an awareness of the costs involved in owning 

a mobile phone, which could exacerbate the perceived outlay on m-gambling. If so, it 

is understandable that respondents may be very conscious of the accumulated costs of 

m-gambling.  

 

There was a general sense that respondents considered themselves to have control 

over their gambling, while they perceived ‘others’ to be more vulnerable to m-

gambling. This concern about the societal risk of m-gambling is illustrated by the 

following statement from the survey: ‘I wouldn't (m-gamble) and would prefer it to be 

legislated against because it would only prey on the already vulnerable’.   

 

In order to gain an understanding of the vulnerability to m-gambling, the survey 

instrument included questions to gather data on perceived positive anticipated 

emotions and negative anticipated emotions. When asked about the anticipated 

emotions related to achieving m-gambling goals such as entertainment, excitement, 

fun or winning money, both positive and negative anticipated emotions were low with 

a mean of just above 3 out of a possible 7 point scale. This suggests that respondents 

were not expecting to feel high levels of happiness or guilt. 
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From these results, it can be seen that low positive anticipated emotions influence 

negative attitudes towards m-gambling. If respondents do not anticipate high levels of 

positive emotions with regard to m-gambling, it appears to significantly affect their 

attitudes which subsequently impacts on intentions to m-gamble. Further, gambling 

involvement is perceived to be more influential than mobile phone involvement and 

we consider it an important finding that it is the gambling rather than the mobile 

phone driving attitudes towards m-gambling.  

 

6.6 Discussion of Integrated Findings: Vulnerability to M-Gambling 

Overall the results indicate that respondents in Queensland demonstrated low 

vulnerability to m-gambling, on the dimensions of mobile phone involvement, m-

gambling self-efficacy, gambling control, positive and negative anticipated emotions 

and overall attitude and intentions to m-gamble. Moreover, gambling was regarded as 

entertainment and as a social activity to be conducted within a social context. M-

gambling was seen as an activity carried out alone and divorced from the social 

environment and as such it was not likely to be an attractive choice when consumers 

wished to gamble.  

 

When they did gamble, respondents reported a wide range of attitudes and behaviours 

likely to protect them against the temptation to ‘over-gamble’ including having a set 

budget and protective attitudes concerning the role of gambling within their lives and 

entertainment options. It should be noted however, that small wagers on Scratch-its, 

for example, were not considered as gambling activities. Whilst currently not 
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problematic, this could have future risk because this form of gambling has the 

potential to be particularly suitable for a mobile handset.  Combine this ease of use 

with consumers’ view that it does not constitute gambling, and it is possible that 

consumers may be more vulnerable to over-consuming this type of m-gambling 

activity.  

 

It is notable that mobile phone users’ involvement with gambling is a primer for 

positive or negative attitudes towards m-gambling. It is not the consumer’s 

involvement with their mobile phone that influences their attitudes towards m-

gambling. The hypothesised relationship between high levels of mobile phone 

involvement and desire to m-gamble is not supported, which suggests that consumers 

in this study do not find m-gambling as an attractive option for mobile phone use.  

 

There is little supporting evidence that consumers in Queensland have currently 

formed the intention to m-gamble. The qualitative research forums support this 

finding and also indicate very low levels of knowledge about this mobile service 

application. There was a link, as would be expected, between attitudes to m-gambling 

and the formation of intention to m-gamble. Notably, subjective norms were not 

found to have any influence on the formation of intention to m-gamble. This most 

likely indicates that no strong social norms exist applying to m-gambling because it is 

such a new gambling form and consumers have limited experience of this m-service 

activity. A corollary of this is that attempts to use subjective norms in any future 

social marketing campaigns may be ineffective before social norms exists with regard 

to this technological form of gambling.  
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The combined market factors and government regulations currently protect mobile 

phone consumers from the risks associated with the over-consumption of m-gambling. 

At present, m-gambling applications are generally derived from existing gambling 

methods but the technical limitations of mobile handsets and the significant costs 

involved in using this as a gambling platform provide protection. As such, currently it 

appears that there are few social risks associated with m-gambling given the low level 

of awareness and the low uptake or intention to use this type of m-service.  

 

Based on these findings it would appear that there would be no clear benefits in 

initiating a specific targeted social marketing campaign addressing negative 

behaviours related to m-gambling. Social marketing is a social change strategy 

typically implemented to address significant social problems, or as a prevention 

strategy that deals with negative behaviours resulting in individual and societal costs. 

The results from this study reveal that currently m-gambling does not constitute a 

social cost or problem for Queenslanders. It is considered that the existing approach 

towards gambling issues in general subsumes the need for specific social marketing 

strategies that minimise the risks to society of m-gambling. Indeed, specific strategies 

might be counter-productive because they could raise the level of awareness and 

potential experimentation with this new gambling form. Findings from the study 

indicate that Queenslanders lack awareness about m-gambling. As such, any 

marketing campaign would firstly need to educate consumers about m-gambling 

services and this could potentially stimulate interest and desire for m-gambling 

activities, rather than act as a deterrent.  
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6.7 Future Research 

Eadington (2004:217) points out that studying and evaluating current interactive 

gambling is challenging because it is largely an invisible industry, it has questionable 

legal status in some countries (e.g. Australia) and the absence of regulatory bodies in 

some markets to which commercial interactive gaming operators must report. 

Critically, at this stage of industry development, it is important that evidenced-based 

research is used to inform policy and prevention decision-making. Furthermore, 

prevention strategies should rely on a balanced view of net community costs and net 

community benefits. Future consumer research however is needed to understand and 

assess the net benefits for the consumer (e.g. greater entertainment choices for 

consumers, lower prices for gambling products, greater convenience) and society (e.g. 

export opportunities and local employment), as well as the net costs (e.g. problem 

gambling, supplier integrity, access by minors, tax revenue losses). Additionally, this 

research should include qualitative studies to explore the conceptual model defining 

consumer vulnerability in an m-gambling marketspace. Cross-cultural studies should 

also be undertaken to understand the environmental impacts of culture, government 

regulation and technological development in the consumption of m-gambling and 

consumer vulnerability. Finally, future research is needed to explain when m-

consumers are and are not vulnerable and when the gambling context studied presents 

individuals with vulnerabilities. 
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Appendix A: Focus Group Questions 

 

A. THANK THE INTERVIEWEE(S) FOR THEIR TIME 

I’ve asked you along today to discuss your gambling experiences. I’m particularly 

interested in the types of gambling activities that you’ve participated in during the 

past year. I’m also interested in hearing your opinion on Queensland’s policy 

regarding interactive gambling services. 

 

B. EXPLAIN THE PROCESS OF THE INTERVIEW (FOCUS GROUP) 

I would like to tape record the session, because we will be transcribing this discussion 

for analysis purposes. I also require you to complete the two forms in front of you: 

1. an ethical clearance form; it is a requirement of the university’s research policy to 

complete this form. The document outlines that the research team will respect 

your confidentiality and that any information discussed here today will not be 

used to personally identify participants here today in any publications or 

conference discussions. 

2. informant details sheet; gives us some personal information about your mobile 

phone behavior. Only members of the research team will be privy to this 

information. 

 

C. DISCUSSION ABOUT MOBILE PHONE USE AND GAMING USING 

MOBILE  

Tell me about how you use your mobile phone what tools do you use? – SMS etc.  

[Probe questions: Do you remember what it was like before you used your mobile? 

How has having a mobile phone changed your communication patterns (styles?)]  

 

Why do you like using your mobile phone? What happens when you forget your 

mobile phone? 

 

Tell me about your mobile gaming experiences. Have you bought games? Or do you 

use the free applications on your phone? [Probe: If no one has done gaming on their 

phone, discuss why they haven’t] 

 

Have you ever been interested or been shown anything you could download onto 

the mobile? Who by?  Friends or? What did they show you? 

 

What were some of the services that you can remember that people showed you 

that you could be interested in …? What were the reasons why a friend thought 

you would be interested? 

 

Have you participated in competitions using your mobile? Can you recall the type of 

competition? Have you won competitions when using your mobile?  

 

[If No] Is there a reason why you don’t want to or you have not yet participated 

in competitions using your mobile phone or would you be interested in the 

future?  
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Is participating in gaming on your mobile better than in other formats (e.g. playing 

cards with your friends for example)? Do you think there are any risks in using your 

mobile for playing games? 

 

Has anyone participated in gambling using their mobile phone? Describe the 

experience. How does mobile phone gambling compare to other gambling 

experiences?  

 

Do you prefer a something physical to hold such as a scratchy and what style of 

scratchy interests you? 

 

What is it about the scratchy (or other game if appropriate) that you like, the 

game, colours, what draws your eye? 

 

How does it make you feel when you play the scratchy (other game) (anticipation 

or fun, boredom)? What keeps you going back to get more? 

 

What if you could play games (download for free, like a trial) and you weren’t 

losing your money to start with, it was a free game — like a casino style game?  

Like the games that I showed you on the computer before. Would you use that? 

 

D. DISCUSSION ABOUT GAMBLING EXPERIENCES 

 

Understanding gambling motivations 

I’d like to open discussion about what motivates you to gamble. For example, some 

people gamble because it’s entertaining and stimulates feelings of enjoyment or 

excitement.  

 

Do you have any friends or family members that gamble? What do they say about 

their gambling? Is gambling a social activity for you i.e. getting together with friends, 

and/or going out? Or do you prefer gambling by yourself? Why?  

 

Who would like to describe the different types of gambling they’re into (sport betting, 

card games, bingo, lotteries, etc.)? How frequently would you say you gamble? 

 

Are there particular types of gambling activity that are more exciting? 

[Probe question: can you describe your feelings more; e.g. are you seeking a rush 

generated not only by winning, but also by the element of uncertainty present in the 

game?] 

 

So, how do you see internet gambling or mobile gambling being different to the 

styles of gambling you do now (control)? 

 

What do you have control over? 

 

Describe your feelings when you gamble and are they different depending on the 

type of gambling you are doing? 

 

Do you find gambling an escape, relaxing, comfortable or safe? 
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Understanding the consumer’s goal in gambling 

Is your gambling focused on achieving a goal? For example, one of my friends 

gambles because she believes that one day she’ll ‘hit the jackpot’ and will be able to 

pay off all her bills. 

 

When you gamble do you think about the consequences (outcomes)? Either positive 

(pleasure) or negative (pain)? 

 

Understanding consumers’ self-regulation 

Do you associate any risks with gambling? [Probe question: Have you every used any 

control strategies?] 

 

When you gamble do you feel that you can influence the outcome?  Do you 

sometimes feel that it is difficult to get your own way when you gamble? How do you 

self-regulate your gambling behaviour?  Have you ever experienced any difficulties 

walking away from a gambling experience? [Probe questions: In seeking to win the 

jackpot, do you gamble more regularly or take higher risks? Or do you set limits on 

your gambling activity?] 

 

Did you ever have a budget for gambling? Do you feel comfortable and safe with 

having an amount to use and not going over that – do you feel in control? 

 

Do you study gambling, does this make you feel more in control? 

 

Would you ever donate money if you won big? 

 

How do you feel when you lose? (Loss, guilt, disappointment) 

 

New interactive gambling experiences 

Has anyone used interactive gambling, such as gambling on the internet? Does being 

online change your gambling experiences? Are your gambling sessions longer online? 

(why/why not?) 

 

(If no interactive gambling experiences, ask) What about some of the new EGM 

(electronic gaming machines). Did you do any additional research before using these 

gambling devices/services? What information did you look for? How good was the 

information? Are there any interactive gambling services you would not use? 

 

Has anyone used their mobile phone to gamble? Have you any friends that have used 

their mobile to gamble? Do you think the mobile (would) change your gambling 

experience? 

[Probe questions: Do you think interactive gambling is easier? More private? Is it 

less social?] 

 

Do you believe that there are any additional risk factors (higher chance of losing, 

higher costs, problem gambling) in gambling on your mobile? 

 

Before moving on to this next discussion about gambling information could we just 

summarise this section by brainstorming a list of entertainment and social benefits of 

m-gambling; a list of social and personal costs of m-gambling. 
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E. GAMBLING INFORMATION  

Did you know that interactive gambling is banned in Australia? Why do you think the 

government has regulated against interactive gambling? Do you agree with banning 

interactive gambling, and the potential banning of m-gambling?  

 

Would you access gambling services from an overseas services provider, irrespective 

of the current interactive gambling policy? What type(s) of information do you want 

from the government about m-gambling?  

 

Have you seen the recent responsible gambling campaign? [If they’ve seen the print 

or cinema ads let discussion flow so that recall is unaided. Otherwise hand out print 

copies and open discussion.] 

 

What do you think of these messages? What do you think the main message 

is?[answer should be about control] Do you relate to them? As all of you participate 

in gambling, how does this message make you feel?  

[Probe is: do think they’re patronising? Clever? Boring – they wouldn’t grab your 

attention] 

 

F. AWARENESS OF SERVICES FOR PROBLEM GAMBLERS 

Do you think gambling is a big problem in our society today? Who do you think 

problem gamblers are? Do you think there are adequate services for problem 

gamblers? What else do you think could be done to help problem gamblers in society?  

[Probe question: do you think the gaming industry requires greater regulation; what 

types of intervention do you recommend?] 

 

Gambling Personalities 

How would you describe yourself in terms of gambling?  Would you say ‘you're a 

gambler’, a ‘non-gambler’ or an ‘aussie gambler’(likes to have a flutter now and 

again)? 

 

Describe the types of people that gamble? 

 

G. WOULD YOU LIKE TO ADD ANYTING ELSE, OR RAISE ANY 

OTHER POINTS ABOUT GAMBLING? 

 

H. THANK PARTICIPANTS FOR THEIR TIME.  
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Appendix B: State-Wide Quantitative Survey 

 

See attached PDF file 
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Appendix C: Snapshots of Gambling Websites 
 

      i. Betcris             ii. BetDirect
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iii. Loto Direct               iv. Casino Room
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v. Lotto-Tatts          vi. Golden Palace Mobile 
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vii. Mobi8         viii. NRLBet 
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ix. GigaSlot       x. Winward Casino 
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xi. UltimateBet              xii. TabOzBet 
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xiii. Sports Acumen         xiv. OzLotteries 
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xv. Pacific Poker                xvi. ResultsNow 
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xvii. Sports Rush        xviii. TAB Mobi 
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xix. Wild Jack        xx. Wild Jack 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


